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Dostoevsky Studies, 1, No. 2 (1993), 155-73.

HARRIET MURAV (Davis, CA. USA)

LEGAL FICTION IN
DOSTOEVSKY’S DIARY OF A WRITER

“... narralive in general, from the folktale to

the novel, from the annals to the fully real-

ized history' has to do with the topics of

law, legality, or, more generally, authority."

Hayden White, “The Value of Narrativity”'

One topic to which Dostoevsky repeatedly returns in The Diary of a

Writer, his unique one-man monthly journal, is the law.^He was particularly

interested in the newly established jury trials and the new institution of the

bar. Dostoevsky seemed to be Dismayed by what he saw to be a high number

of acquittals, and by the use of what were then fashionable new defense

strategies, such as those that argued that a hostile social and economic envi-

ronment was responsible for individual criminality.^ In his Diary, Dostoevsky

1. In W. J. T. Mitchell, ed. On Narralive (Chicago and London: Univ. of Chicago Press,

1980), p. 13. White suggests that all narrative and “narrativity” itself depends on a system of law

which the agents of the narrative either sustain or violate. “The more historically self-conscious

the writer of any form of historiography, the more the question of the social system and the law

which sustains it, the authority of this law and its Justification, and threats to the law occupy his

attention” (p. 13). I will argue in this article that what Dostoevsky offers in his Diary of a Writer

is a kind of historiography, and that his concern with the Russian legal system points to a more

profound question about authority.

2. Dostoevsky's 1875 announcement for the Diary indicated that its format would be that of

“our weekly newspapers.” The announcement went on: “But this will not be a newspaper, out of

its twelve issues (for January, February, March, and so on) there will be formed something

whole, a book, written by one pen.” F. M. Dostoevskii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v tridtsati

tomakh (Leningrad; “Nauka,” 1972-88), 22; 136. (Henceforth all references will be given by

volume and page number only, and unless otherwise indicated, all translations are my own]. The

Diary came out every month in 1876, the First year of its publication. In 1877, May-June and

July-August were combined issues. In April 1877, Dostoevsky announced the cessation of the

Diary for reasons of health, but the main reason was to work on The Brothers Karamazov. In

1880 the sole issue appeared in August, containing Dostoevsky’s Pushkin speech. For a general

discussion of the Diary, see Joseph Frank, Introduction, The Diary of a Writer, by F. M.
Dostoevsky, trans, Boris Brasol (Santa Barbara and Salt Lake City: Peregrine Smith, 1979).

3. Dostoevsky had written about this theory in an essay entitled “The Environment” (Sreda)

which appeared in the Journal Grazhdanin in January of 1873. For a discussion of Dostoevsky
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discusses four differenl legal proceedings of his time. As V. A. Tunimanov
has suggested, these legal entries form one of the Diary’s main constituitive

layers.“* The Kronenburg case {DW Feb. 1876, which Dostoevsky mistakenly

spells “Kroneburg”) and the Dzhunkovskii case (DVT July-August 1877) in-

volved what we now call child abuse. In both, the parents were acquitted of

the charges. The Kairova case (DW May 1876) also produced an acquittal..

Kairova had attacked her lover’s wife with a razor. In the Kornilova case,

which Dostoevsky first discusses in May 1876, a pregnant woman assaulted

her stepdaughter by throwing her out of a window. Dostoevsky returns to the

case on four subsequent occasions: in October and December of 1876 and in

April and December of 1 877.

Dostoevsky’s response to these cases, and, more generally, to the new
institutions brought about by the legal reforms of 1864, is marked by incon-

sistency and even outright contradiction. ’ That is, on some occasions, he

seems to abhor lawyers and the institution of the courts as an evil, but else-

where he speaks of the results brought by the reforms in more favorable

terms, describing the new jury system as an edifying force, as “a moral school

for our society and people” (23: 19). The extreme negative reaction can be

found in, for example, Dostoevsky’s discussion of the Kronenburg case. But

in several of his discussions of the Kornilova case, Dostoevsky seems to em-

brace the legal process wholeheartedly. He actively intervened in the case

and, largely through his discussion of it in the Diary, helped to secure

Kornilova’s ultimate acquittal. As we will see, his arguments were based on

and “scientific" theories of criminality contemporary to him, see G. M. Fridlender, Reaiizm

Dosloevskogo (Moscow-Leningrad: “Nauka,” 1964), pp. 205-06.

4. Sec V. A. Tunimanov, “Publitsistika Dostocvskogo. Dnevnik pisalelia,” in Dosloevskii-

khudozhnik i mysliteV : Sbornik sialei (Moscow; Khudozh. lit., 1972), p. 167. According to

Tunimanov, tlie law is one of three broad spheres of interest in the Diary. The other two are poli-

tics and literature. Tunimanov also points out that the legal pieces of the Diary “are one of the

most important stages of the ‘creative history’ of The Brothers Karamazov.”

5. Dostoevsky’s response to the new jury trials and to law is typically understood by schol-

ars to be one of complete hostility. In general, a perceived anti-legalism is part of a Western

stereotype of Russian anti-rationalism. Andrzei Walicki’s recent study of the history of Russian

legal philosophy succeeds in combatting this stereotype, but not without putting a significant

portion of the blame for it on Dostoevsky, who, he writes, was “deeply suspicious of barristers,"

and who, like Count V. N. Panin under Nicholas I, believed that lawyers “try to bias the court,

not by law, but by eloquence.” See Walicki, Legal Philosophies of Russian Liberalism (Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1987), p. 15. See also Richard S. Wortman, The Development of a Ruttsian

Legal Consciousness (Chicago and London: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1976). Wortman traces the

evolution of a legal culture in Russia in the period leading to the reforms of 1864. (Commenting

on the reaction of Dostoevsky and Tolstoi, Wortman observes that both “expressed a common

distaste for members of the judicial profession as officials cold and un-Russian in their rational

adherence to legal science” (p. 288).
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the plea of temporary insanity, a defense strategy that he otherwise will hold

suspect.*

In order to come to terms with these apparent discontinuities in

Dostoevsky’s treatment of the law, Morson’s work on the Diary of a Writer

as “threshold art” offers one approach. Morson has drawn attention to the

Diary as a process of writing that is self-conscious about its own gaps and

discontinuities.^ The Diary is poised betwixt and between the genres of utopia

and anti-utopia and thus is designed to be interpreted as inconclusive, yielding

no comprehensive synthesis, but “an intensified dialectic of utopian ‘pro’ and

anti-utopian ‘contra’” (177). Dostoevsky’s conflicting reactions to particular

legal cases, his attack on the legal profession and subsequent embrace of the

lawyer’s role might be seen to be part of this uneasy utopianism.

Igor Volgin, whose work on the Diary is little known in the West, offers

a somewhat of a different emphasis from Morson, stressing not the political,

but the personal. The Diary is personal not just in that it is contains autobio-

graphical entries, but also in so far as it always and everywhere about

Dostoevsky himself. Volgin writes that the Diary is “personal from beginning

to end.” Its “hero,” he continues, is Dostoevsky. It is Dostoevsky’s personal-

ity, Volgin suggests, that “fills in the lacunae” between Dostoevsky’s

conflicting ideological positions.®

Using Volgin’s analysis as a point of departure, I will suggest that under-

neath the contradictions in Dostoevsky’s responses to the court cases he dis-

cusses, there is a fundamental continuity, which has to do with Dostoevsky’s

personality, not his historical or actual personality, but the public personality

that he himself constructs with the writing of the Diary. Volgin’s analysis

emphasizes the importance of reading the Diary in its historical context, and

of understanding the interactions between Dostoevsky and his reading audi-

ence. The persona that Dostoevsky constructs must be understood in terms of

its capacity to persuade a reading audience, that is, in terms of its rhetorical

force. Dostoevsky fashions an authoritative role for himself in the Diary, and

he does so by telling a story about himself, by constructing a narrative in

which, as Volgin suggests, he is the hero.’ My aim in this article is to trace

6. In Crime and Punishment and in The Brothers Karamazov, for example. See the latter for

Mrs. Khokhlakova’s lengthy tirade about temporary insanity (affekt) (15; 17-19). “Affekt” is, in

her words, “that for which everything is forgiven” (15: 17).

7. See Gary Saul Morson, The Boundaries of Genre: Dostoevsky's Diary of a Writer and

the Traditions ofLiterary Utopia (Austin; Univ. of Texas Press, 1981), pp. 26-31, 56-68.

8 . See I. L. Volgin, Dosloevskii—Zhurnalist ( "Dnevnik Pisatelia" i Russkaia obshch-

estvennost’ (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo Moskovskogo universiteta, 1982). p. 67. See also Tunimanov,

who writes that in the Diary, “Dostoevsky’s ' is vividly ... emphasized: the T of a polemicist, a

teacher, a prophet, of a person with an interesting and complex biography.” (Tunimanov, p. 205).

9. Another point of departure for this article has been I2dward Said’s Beginnings. Said ex-

amines the ways that authoring a text involves issues of fatherhood, authority, and filiation. A
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this underlying autobiographical narrative as it unfolds in Dostoevsky’s
discussions of the Kronenburg, Kornilova, and Dzhunkovskii cases. I will

show that the main contours of this narrative mirror the themes of the cases,

namely, those of childhood and parenthood. Dostoevsky, the author of The
Diary of a Writer authors himself first as a child of and then as a father to a

new Russia. In reflecting on the Kronenburg, Kornilova and Dzhunkovskii
trials, Dostoevsky creates “legal fiction,” by which I mean not just mixtures

of factual reporting and artistic invention, as, for example, in the Kornilova

case, where he produces alternative versions of Kornilova’s future life, but in

the sense that he creates the fiction of his own legitimacy and authority.

1. THE CASES

The Petersburg Gazette {PG) called the Kronenburg case “the most out-

standing fact of our social [obshchestvennaia] life in recent times” (Jan 19,

1876). Stanislav Kronenburg, a nobleman, was accused of “torturing” his

seven year old daughter (“torture” here is a legal term, upon whose meaning,

as we will see, the whole case depends). Kronenburg had an affair with a

woman, who unknown to him, became pregnant. She went to Geneva, where

she left her daughter with some peasants. Kronenburg, who discovered the

child’s existence some time later, had her placed in the custody of the local

pastor. Three years later he went to Geneva to take the girl home to Russia

with him— this at the urging of his new mistress. It was after this “accidental

family” was settled in a Petersburg suburb that the trouble began. The yard-

keeper Ul’iana Bibina made out a complaint at the local police station to the

effect that the father “frequently and cruelly beat his young daughter and that

at the last occasion he had beat her horribly” (PG, Jan. 14, 1876). This was

the time that he had discovered that the child had taken a few items from her

new mother’s trunk. The question put to the Jury was: “Was the nobleman

Stanislav Kronenburg guilty of the following, that during the summer of

1875, he consciously and intentionally subjected his minor daughter to tor-

ture, consisting in the repeated infliction of blows that left bruises, and con-

novelist, according lo Said, may be said to father a rival reality in his novel. The “novelistic im-

pulse was to take for the writer a paternal role, to give the novel itself an internal and autonomous

filiation which depended on the writer's beginning inventiveness (p. 213).” Challenges to and

limitations of the writer's authority always existed, but especially during the “late-nineteenth

century phase of the novel,” in which Dostoevsky’s writings are significant, the question began to

be raised as to the adequacy of the narrative to convey the increasing sense of the discontinuities

of human life. Said writes that in The Devils Dostoevsky makes “text, sequential time and under-

standing, the biological order of human genealogy all ... totally discontinuous elements" (p. 150).

With the modem novel. Said claims, the writer’s authority is increasingly seen as one among the

“fictions ... being produced during the writing” (p. 157). See his Beginnings: Intention and

Method (New York; Basie Books. 1975).
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sisting in the cruel, tormenting and prolonged punishment with rods?” The

jury returned a verdict of not guilty.

Dostoevsky uses the occasion of the Kronenburg trial to make several

general remarks about the legal profession, the gist of which is that lawyers

are necessarily corrupt. Dostoevsky writes that “the folk saying—’a lawyer is

a hired conscience’ comes to mind” (22: 53). Some one commits a crime,

“but doesn’t know the laws; he is ready to confess, but a lawyer appears and

proves to him that he is not only right but holy as well” (22: 52). At the end of

his discussion of the Kronenburg case, Dostoevsky characterizes the institu-

tion of the bar as:

a young school of evasiveness of the mind and the withering of the

heart, a school where every right feeling is twisted according to ne-

cessity, a school of every possible kind of violation, carried out

without fear and without punishment, constant and unrelenting, ac-

cording to demand, and raised to a kind of principle, and with our

lack of experience, raised to a kind of valor, which everyone ap-

plauds (22: 73).

On the face of it, nothing could be clearer. The practice of the law is a

monstrosity, which contaminates everything it touches, and is praised for the

horrors it perpetrates. This sort of characterization can be found in other

places in the Diary as well. Furthermore, this attitude mirrors that which was

evidenced in certain quarters of the press. For example, the Illustrated

Gazette for January 1876 calls lawyers “hired sophists and fornicators of

thought”— which is where, perhaps, Dostoevsky got one of the chapter head-

ings for his trial scene in The Brothers Karamazov.

For Dostoevsky the villain of the Kronenburg case was not so much the

abusive father, as the defense lawyer and his “talent,” that is, his skillful

rhetoric." Dostoevsky devotes most of his discussion of the case to an analy-

10. Chapter 13, Preliubodei mysli, “Fornicators of Thought," of Book 12, which is entitled

Sudebnaia oshibka, “A Judicial Error.”

11. Grigorii Pomerants has suggested that this problem about rhetoric is the key to

Dostoevsky’s overall uneasiness with the new jury trials. According to Pomerants, what

“irritated” both Dostoevsky and Tolstoi about the new jury trial was its “stylized eloquence,

without which the adversary process is impossible (p. 274),” The kind of language that lawyers

use, Pomerants argues, was inimical to Dostoevsky’s sense of what is Russian and traditional.

See his “Antikrasnorechie Dostoevskogo v istoriko-kul’tumoi Perspektive,” in Pomerants,

Oikryiosi’ bezdne: eliudy Dosioevskom (New York: Liberty Publishing House, 1989), p. 274.

According to Pomerants, this hostility to rhetoric had its cultural and historical roots in ancient

Russia, which was closer to the Biblical tradition than to the rhetorical traditions of Greece and

Rome, In one of his essays the noted nineteenth-century jurist A. F. Koni (with whom
Dostoevsky was in contact) seems particularly sensitive to this question about suitable models for

Russian courtroom rhetoric. During his yean in the courts, Koni writes, there were no antholo-
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sis of the speech of Kroncnburg’s lawyer, Vladimir Spasovich. Spasovich was

not only a renowned trial lawyer, who participated in many of the sensational

political trials of the 1860s and 1870s, but also a brilliant legal theorist. (He is

parodied in the character of Fetiukovich in The Brothers Karamazov.)

Dostoevsky claims that the object of all of Spasovich’s talent was the lit-

tle girl, the victim of the beating. The result of the “sparkle and effect” was to

substitute in place of the innocent little girl a completely spurious creature

who in some way deserved the beating. The result of this substitution was to

destroy any sympathy that the jurors would naturally feel for the victim. The
pitiful “little thing” (kroshka) as Dostoevsky calls her, who screamed “Papa!

Papa!” for fifteen minutes is usurped by a laughing red-cheeked girl, a thief

with “secret vices.” It was by means of this substitution, that is, the destruc-

tion of the victim and her suffering and the creation of another little girl, that

Spasovich obtained an acquittal for his client.

If Dostoevsky shows that the first stage of Spasovich’s argument was that

there was no victim worthy of sympathy, then the second stage was that there

was no beating, so to speak. More precisely, Dostoevsky shows how
Spasovich proved that not only what his client did could not be shovvn to

correspond to the legal definition of torture, but further that “there was no tor-

ture whatsoever, neither legal, nor illegal, and no suffering whatsoever!” (22;

65). Dostoevsky .shows how Spasovich enumerated every mark and welt on

the girl's body (Dostoevsky calls this Spasovich’s “bookkeeping”) and had

physicians testify as to whether these provided evidence of a threat to the

girl’s life. Dostoevsky goes on to challenge Spasovich’s main legal argument,

that the law itself gave no precise definition of “torture.” He was outraged by

what he characterized as Spasovich’s literal interpretation. Dostoevsky writes:

“But tell me, why should be concerned that the sufferings and torment of this

little girl do not fit the legal definition of torture letter for letter?” (22: 65).

In the Kronenburg case the exercise of talent had led Spasovich to stray

from the simple facts of the matter, that is, that a child had been cruelly

beaten by her father. In the Kornilova case, or at least in Dostoevsky’s discus-

sion of it in October 1876, the opposite is true. Dostoevsky shows that we

cannot get to the truth without straying from the simple facts, that is, that the

pregnant Kornilova had thrown her stepdaughter from a window in order to

take revenge, as she put it, on her husband. For Dostoevsky, in October 1876,

these facts require a more profound understanding, which only he,

gies of legal oratory. His solution was to turn to sacred literature, in which he found “brilliant ex-

amples of a wealth of language and a profundity of thought.” Koni singles out for special mention

the works of the Metrop>olitan of Moscow, Filaret, and the Great Reading Compendium (Chet'ii-

minei) of Makarii, a sixteenth-century text containing the lives of the saints. See A. F. Koni,

Izbrannye proizvedeniia (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo iuridicheskoi literatury, 1956),

pp. 79-80.
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Dostoevsky, with his special novelistic vision, can provide. Dostoevsky

writes that “it’s not in the subject, but in the vision” (23: 141). But this was

not always the case. Dostoevsky’s reading of Kornilova undergoes a signifi-

cant change.

In May 1876 Dostoevsky had responded to this case with horror and

dismay. He wrote a self-styled parody (the word he used is karikatura) of

what a clever lawyer could do for Kornilova in the way of a defense. The

lawyer would describe;

...the hopelessness of the situation, and a young wife married to a

widower, either forcibly or by mistake. Here would come pictures

of the impoverished daily life of poor people, eternal work. She, a

simple innocent, an inexperienced girl ... thought she was marrying

for Joy, but instead of Joy — she got laundry, cooking, bathing the

child,— “gentleman of the Jury, she naturally had to hate this child

... in a desperate moment, in an attack of insanity, beside herself,

she grabbed the girl and ... Gentlemen of the Jury, who of you

would not have done the same thing? Who of you would not have

thrown [ne vyshvyrnul] the child out of the window?” (23; 19)

Dostoevsky quickly adds, however, that there is something “too strange”

about what Kornilova did, and that a “subtle and profound analysis” of the

case would be required, which might even lead to a softening of her lot. In the

next chapter of this May issue, in which Dostoevsky describes his visit to a

foundling home, the Kornilova case becomes emblematic of the neglect and

abuse of children. Dostoevsky invents a noun, vyshvyrki, loosely, “outcasts”

from the verb “to throw out” {vyshvyrnut’), using it to refer to all the children

in the home.'^

But in October of 1876 the Kornilova case means something else to

Dostoevsky. He rehearses the details of the case, and then poses a question.

“Here are the facts, what could be simpler, but nonetheless, there is much that

is fantastic here, isn’t that true?” (22: 263). The “fantastic” element is sup-

plied, according to Dostoevsky, by the psychological effect of Kornilova’s

pregnancy. Dostoevsky defends Kornilova on the grounds of temporary

insanity due to pregnancy. In a sense, Dostoevsky turns out to be the object of

his own previous “caricature” of Kornilova’s imaginary defense lawyer. This

process is repeated again in December 1877. In that issue, as we will see,

Dostoevsky, so to sjjeak, assumes the role of his old adversary Spasovich,

from the Kronenburg case, and tries to establish what does and what does not

12. lam very grateful to Charles Isenburg for pointing these passages out to me.
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constitute the “systematic” abuse of a child — all of this in defense of

Kornilova. The Kronenbtirg and Kornilova cases curiously mirror each other.

In order to trace this mirroring, we can begin with the October 1876

Kornilova entry and Dostoevsky’s psychological defense of Kornilova. The
examining physician found that Kornilova performed her actions

“consciously” and therefore, her responsibility for it, could not, according to

the legal standards of the time, be considered impaired. This notion of respon-

sibility, or, competence, requires some explanation. In a study of the legal as-

pects of mental illness written in 1867, A. Liubavskii explains that compe-

tence could be attributed only to those people whose actions stemmed from

their “free will and rational understanding.” If it were shown that the crime

was committed in an “unconscious or abnormal state of the mental capacities”

then the criminal was not to be subject to punishment but to the appropriate

medical care.'^

However, between the unconscious performance of an action and its per-

formance in an “abnormal state” there is a whole range of possibilities, and it

is this gray area that Dostoevsky, writing in October 1876, wants us to ex-

plore. People rarely perform actions in a state of unconsciousness,

Dostoevsky argues. He asks that we consider instead what he calls “insanity

without insanity.” “It is well known,” Dostoevsky tells us, that a pregnant

woman is subject, on certain occasions, to “strange influences and impres-

sions” which sometimes take “extraordinary, abnormal, almost absurd forms”

(23: 138). Had she not been pregnant, Dostoevsky writes, Kornilova would

perhaps have though about, but would not have committed the crime. The

very possibility that the pregnancy itself made the difference should have

been enough to persuade the jury to act mercifully, Dostoevsky concludes.

Having previously castigated juries for acquitting people on the grounds of

temporary insanity, Dostoevsky invents his own version of the disease, that is,

temporary insanity due to pregnancy, and makes an appeal for mercy on the.se

grounds. It should be noted, however, that Dostoevsky’s version was not so

very far from the way in which pregnancy and the postpartum period were

understood in Russia and in Europe at this time.''*

13. A. Liubavskii, “Introduction” to Russkie ugolovnye prolsessy, Vol. 3, Kazuistika du-

shevnykh boleziiei (St. Petersburg, 1867), p. 1.

14. Liubavskii’s study of mental illness and the law reports the case of a peasant woman

who threw her two week old baby into the stove. He interprets this behavior to be the result of

“temporary insanity [prekhodiashchee pomeshaiel' stvo] after pregnancy.” The possibility of

postpartum insanity, together with the findings of the examining physician, that the criminal was

in a state of “extreme hypochondria," led the medical commission to conclude that the woman

could have committed the murder “unconsciously, in an attack of a temporary disorder of her

mental capacities" (Liubavskii, Kazuistika duzhevnykh boleznei, p. 351). Roger Smith’s study of

insanity and nineteenth- century English criminal trials shows that it was very rare for women to

be hanged for infanticide because of prevailing views about women’s mental instability during
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As the research of Igor Volgin has shown, Dostoevsky’s plea for mercy

on Kornilova’s behalf led to an appeal procedure. The grounds for the appeal

were based on a legal formality: the same individual had testified both in the

capacity as a witness and as an expert.'^ At the subsequent retrial, a jury trial,

which Dostoevsky himself attended, Kornilova was finally acquitted,

notwithstanding the prosecutor’s instruction to the jury “not to yield to the in-

fluence of ‘certain talented writers’.”'®

Dostoevsky returns to the Kornilova case in the December 1877 issue of

The Diary of a Writer. Stung by an attack of his defense of Kornilova, pub-

lished in The Northern Messenger, he is forced to defend himself. In so doing,

he ends up repeating some of the strategies that Spasovich had used in his de-

fense of Kronenburg, strategies that, at the time, had outraged him. The issue

in question was whether Kornilova had abused her stepdaughter prior to

throwing her out of the window. The Northern Messenger, Dostoevsky tells

us, claimed that Kornilova, to use Dostoevsky’s language, “systematically

beat” the child for a year. Dostoevsky replies that the child was indeed

beaten, by both parents, not out of “cruelty,” but out of “ignorance” (26: 97).

Kornilova had beaten her, on one occasion, to the point where welts were

raised, but again, this was out of ignorance about childrearing. The child wet

her bed, and Kornilova explained that she was told it was necessary to beat

her to rid her of the habit. “Systematic!’ ancL“cruel” beating, therefore, ac-

cording to Dostoevsky could not be established. Spasovich had used similar

reasoning in his defense of Kronenburg: the father beat his daughter only out

of the desire to rid her of certain “secret vices”; the expert testimony of the

doctors, the precise description of the welts and black and blue marks on the

child’s body, and the vagueness of the law itself, all taken together, showed

that “torture” could not be proved. In the Kronenburg case,the servant woman
who brought the complaint against the father was, to Dostoevsky, the very

embodiment of Russian compassion, but in the Kornilova case, the one wit-

ness who testified as to the severity of the beating was nothing but a “corridor

pregnancy and the postpartum period. See his Trial by Medicine: Insanity and Responsibility in

Victorian Trials (Edinburgh: Edinburgh Univ. Press, 198 1), pp. 143-160. For a more general dis-

cussion, see Elaine Showalter, The Female Malady: Women, Madness, and English Culture.

1830-1980 (New York: Penguin Books, 1985). I have not been able to find an equivalent study of

the “female malady” in Russian culture of the period.

15. V. D. Rak has suggested a connection between the Kornilova case and Dmitrii's trial in

The Brothers Karamazov on this basis. In Dmitrii’s trial. Dr. Gertsentube serves both in the func-

tion of medical expert and witness. Rak argues that Dostoevsky intended this technical illegality

to provide the grounds for a new trial in some future installment of the novel. See V. D. Rak,

“luridicheskaia oshibka v romane Brat'ia Karamazovy,” in Dostoevskii: Materialy i issle-

dovaniia, vol. 2 (Leningrad: Nauka, 1976), pp. 154-59.

16. As cited by Igor Volgin, “Pis’ma chitatelei F. . Dostoevskomu,” Voprosy

Literatury, No. 9 (1971), p. 196.
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gossip.” Dostoevsky had. in May 1876, created an imaginary defense plan,

emphasizing Kornilova’s overwhelming domestic duties — his exact lan-

guage was “eternal work”— and now, in December 1877, Dostoevsky quotes

himself, citing Kornilova’s “eternal work” (26; 100). The contradiction seems

to be intentional.

What are we to make of this apparent volte facel The question might be

put better thus: what has enabled Dostoevsky to shift his stance with regard to

lawyers such that in his earlier discussions of the case, he produces a

“caricature” of a clever defense lawyer, but in his subsequent discussions, he

permits himself to become no different than that very cariacature. I suggested

earlier that the contradiction between the earlier and later views about the law

might be seen as part of an autobiographical narrative which relates

Dostoevsky’s development into author of and authoritative figure behind the

Diary. This narrative has a very simple outline: Dostoevsky constructs an im-

age of himself first as a child and then as a father. Where he speaks from the

position of the child, he resists the authority of the lawyer and of the father,

and then, when he becomes a father, so to speak, he embraces, in a different

form, the authority which he had previously resisted. The second stage, being

a “father,” depends on the first; as we will see, Dostoevsky must first be a

“child” in order to become a father.” All of this must be understood on the

rhetorical plane, as part of Dostoevsky’s self-fashioning as a persuasive pub-

lic figure, and not on the psychological plane.'* When I speak of Dostoevsky

the “child” or Dostoevsky the “father,” I mean to describe Dostoevsky’s de-

liberate and conscious rhetorical constructions, and not aspects of his real.

17. Holquist's “How Sons Become Fathers.” a treatment of The Brothers Karamazov, al-

though it might seem similar, offers a different kind of analysis from that which I am suggesting

operates in the Diary. Holquist’s main argument depends on Freud’s Totem and Taboo. In Totem

and Taboo a mob of rebellious brothers murder their tyrannical father, who has had control over

all the available women. The sons can now become fathers. According to Holquist, the

“biographical paradigm” described by Freud in Totem and Taboo provides the basic model for

each of the brothers in Dostoevsky’s novel, although only Alesha completes the passage to fa-

therhood. See Michael Holquist, “How Sons Become Fathers: The Brothers Karamazov,” in

Holquist, Dostoevsky and the Novel (Evanston, IL; Northwestern Univ. Press. 1977), pp. lô.S-QB.

18. Sigmund Freud’s well-known “Dostoevsky and Parricide” is relevant here. Freud ar-

gues that victimization played a crucial role in Dostoevsky’s psychic economy. Dostoevsky, ac-

cording to Freud, needed to be victimized, or punished, by his father or by a substitute for his fa-

ther, namely, the tsar. What I am suggesting as Dostoevsky’s rhetorical self-fashioning may be

seen to mirror this structure. Dostoevsky must be one with the victim, the beaten child, but only

in order to make his authority legitimate. He can be an authority because he has suffered. But my
analysis, again, concentrates on Dostoevsky’s conscious rhetorical constructions and not on un-

conscious psychological ones. (Freud's essay, which appears in many collections, can be found in

The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works, edited and translated by James

Strachey),
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historical life, except insofar as he uses them in the service of his rhetorical

self-fashioning.

II. CHILDHOOD

We may suitably begin with “Dostoevsky the child.” In his discussion of

the Kronenburg case itself and in the other essays which frame this discus-

sion, most notably, “The Peasant Marei,” the theme of childhood'® in opposi-

tion to (male) authority dominates. In the Kronenburg case, Dostoevsky iden-

tifies with the child, the victim of the beating. This process of identification

takes several stages, the first of which is the invocation of the time he spent in

prison camp in Siberia. As we will see shortly, this time period represents, for

Dostoevsky, a kind of second childhood.

In order to refute Spasovich’s claims that the little girl was not beaten

severely, Dostoevsky offers his own expertise on this topic, based on what he

saw in Siberia. Prisoners who had run the gauntlet showed very little evidence

of their punishment in as few as six days afterwards. Therefore the lack of

physical evidence on the Kronenburg girl’s body did not mean, as Spasovich

had tried to argue, that she did not suffer. Spasovich also argued that there

was no danger to the girl’s life. Dostoevsky counters this with more discus-

sion^ about punishments endured by convicts in Siberia. “Punishment with

rods ... of not more than two thousand strokes at once, never represented the

slightest danger to life” (22; 65). Dostoevsky knows more about suffering

than the medical experts, because he himself was a witness to the suffering of

his fellow-convicts in Siberia. He legitimates himself on the basis of his own
experience.

But the more important self-legitimation takes place at a deeper level.

The reference to convict life in Siberia in the Kronenburg piece must also

conjure up in the reader’s mind the piece which immediately precedes it,

“The Peasant Marei,” a reminiscence of the time Dostoevsky spent in prison

camp in Siberia. “The Peasant Marei” has been widely discussed as the re-

counting of Dostoevsky’s conversion experience, but I want to view it as

Dostoevsky’s recounting of his re-birth, so to speak, as a child of Russia.“ A

19. For a study of the theme of the child in Dostoevsky’s writings, see William Woodin

Rowe, Dostoevsky: Child and Man in His Works (New York; New York Univ. Press, 1968).

Rowe discusses the child in the Diary ofa Writer in his first chapter,"The Child as Victim," pp.

3-40. Rowe notes that 32 percent of the pages of the Diary for 1876 "deal primarily if not exclu-

sively with children and childhood” (p. xi).

20. Joseph Frank discusses the problem of conversion in his Dostoevsky: The Years of

Ordeal (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press, 1983), pp. 1 16-27. For Robert Louis Jackson, the

crucial ingredient of Dostoevsky's Siberian experience is the development of his artistic vision.

See his “The Triple Vision: ‘Peasant Marei’," Yale Review (Winter 1978), pp. 225-35. For a dis-
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brief summary of the essential points of “The Peasant Marei” is necessary

here.

In the piece, Dostoevsky “remembers” how the drunken carousing of his

fellow convicts in prison camp sickened him at first. But a memory from

childhood saves him. Dostoevsky describes how while in the camp, he re-

membered the comfort he had been given by the peasant Marei when he was a

child playing alone in the woods on his father’s estate. He had become fright-

ened by the call “A wolf is coming!” and had run, “beside himself’ with fear

to Marei, who was alone in a field, ploughing. Marei made the sign of the

cross over him, and had touched him with his earth-stained finger.

It is in the memory of Marei that Dostoevsky the convict can overcome

his feelings of repulsion for his fellow convicts, whose scarred and branded

faces could be concealing another Marei, another, whose son, he Dostoevsky,

could possibly be. Dostoevsky gives Marei distinctly maternal features. In re-

counting the childhood episode, Dostoevsky speaks of Marei’s “tender, ma-

ternal smile” and his “delicate, almost feminine tenderness” (22: 49).^'

Dostoevsky retroactively constructs the time he spent in prison camp as a

moment of rebirth, in the sense that he authors himself in this autobiographi-

cal fiction as a son not of his biological parents, but of Marei, and of all other

possible “Marei’s.” In the concluding lines of “Marei,” Dostoevsky draws a

contrast between himself and another political prisoner, the Pole, Mirecki,

who “could not have reminiscences about any Marei’s and could not have any

other view of these people [the convicts] other than ‘Je hais ces brigands’”

(22: 50). On the basis of his Russian childhood, Dostoevsky is able to con-

struct a filiation with his fellow-convicts, and by extension, with the Russian

people, something that is not available to a foreigner such as Mirecki.

In the Kronenburg case (which immediately follows “Marei” in the

February 1876 issue of the Diary) we can see Dostoevsky constructing a simi-

lar filiation between the little girl and the servant woman. The true parent of

the little girl is not her biological father, but the yardkeeper, Ul’iana Bibina,

who felt compassion for her. Dostoevsky finds the cook and the yardkeeper to

be the “most attractive people in the whole case.” Dostoevsky compares the

yardkeeper to an enraged mother hen, defending her chick. He recalls a boy

he knew as a child, who liked to torture animals, and was so afraid of the

cussion of “Marei” and Ihe poetics of confession, see my “Dostoevsky in Siberia: Remembering

the Past,” Slavic Review. 50. No. 4 (Winter 1991).

21 . For a discussion of Marei as a mother figure, see James L. Rice. “Psychoanalysis of

‘Peasant Marei’,” in Daniel Rancour-Laferriere, ed., Russian Literature and Psychoanalysis

(Am.sterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1989), pp. 252-54.

22. Rice points out that, in actuality, Mirecki’s mother managed to obtain a release for her

son. Rice comments “li]t would seem that in “Marei” Dostoevsky appropriated the Pole’s mater-

nal salvation, transposing and incorporating it into the vision of a “motherly’ peasant protector

for himself’ (Ibid., p. 254).
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mother hens that he would hide behind Dostoevsky. Ul’iana Bibina, the

mother hen, “could not restrain herself,” and notwithstanding the common
people’s typical repulsion from and terror of the courts, she went to make a

complaint, out of pity for someone else’s child (22: 62).

Dostoevsky seems to be drawing on a contrast between the willful blind-

ness of the lawyer, trained in the “school of evasiveness and the withering of

the heart,” and the insight of the servant women, who recognize the suffering

of another. The yardkeeper stated that after the beating of July 25, the girl sat

alone and wouldn’t talk to anyone. In this statement, Dostoevsky finds the

“keen gaze of an observer, a gaze with inner torment at the suffering of an

offended creature of God” (22: 62). Spasovich had suggested that the little

girl and the servant were in some kind of conspiracy, but Dostoevsky dis-

misses this possibility, pointing out that the two could not communicate with

one another, since the child spoke only French, and the yardkeeper “could not

understand her well” (22: 62). The lawyer’s skill is all “sparkle and effect,”

all extçmal, but the servant woman’s pity is prior to speech and the distortions

of rhetoric.

There is a parallel between Dostoevsky the child in his meeting with

Marei, and the Kronenburg girl in her interaction with the yardkeeper. Each

meeting suggests a kind of primitive, pre-social, pre-linguistic state, in which

the father, the law, and authority in general are conspicuously absent, and in

which the chief virtue is feminine compassion. Dostoevsky’s love/hate affair

with Rousseau has already been established, and some of it clearly emerges

here.“ Pity is the pre-social virtue envisioned by Rousseau in his Discourse

on the Origin of Inequality. The valorization of the pre-social is accompanied

by an attack on social institutions. Dostoevsky de-natures parental and state

authority. For example, Spasovich has argued that Kronenburg beat his

daughter in order to discipline her, to rid her of her “secret vices.”

Dostoevsky responds by turning the tables: it is not adults who must correct

children, it is children who “humanize our soul by their mere appearance

among us” (22: 69). Children have a superior moral authority over adults be-

cause of their innocence. The family is ''made, and not given ... and no rights

or obligations are given” (22: 70, emphasis Dostoevsky’s).

Dostoevsky’s attack on authority reaches a climax in the conclusion of

his discussion of the Kronenburg case. One of Spasovich’s arguments had

been that if the jury were to convict Kronenburg, they would, in effect, call

into question their own authority as Jurors, and would ill serve the state. The

state is only as strong as the families which sustain it. The family, Spasovich

argued, can ultimately be reduced to a principle of paternal power (vlast’

23. Lotman talks about Dostoevsky’s “simultaneous attraction and repulsion” towards

Rousseau in his “Russo i russkaia kul’tura XVllI-nachala XIX veka,” in Zhan Zhak Russo,

Traktaty (Moscow: Nauka, 1969), p, 603.
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otsovskaia)}^' In short, the courts are nothing more than an extension of the

state’s punitive patriarchal power, and that power in turn, rests on the punitive

patriarchal power of the family. We can surmise that Spasovich, perhaps,

meant somehow to appeal to the jury’s sense of duty or patriotism.

Dostoevsky rejects this line of reasoning, and especially the link between the

power of the state and the family. He writes that “we will not defend this

power [paternal power] quand meme.’’ “We love the family as a sacred object

when it is indeed sacred, and not only because the government stands firmly

upon it” (22: 72).

By the end of the Kronenburg piece, we have returned to a point of ori-

gin, a beginning. Everything that is new and innocent is valorized, not only

the child, but Russia itself, and Dostoevsky himself, whose innocence is won
by suffering, and whose identification with the child and with the simple

Russian people must be re4:onstructed from his past. Dostoevsky creates an

opposition between an old world and a new, and proclaims Russia to be a

“young” and “fresh” nation. The theme of Russia’s youthfulness runs

throughout the February issue. Dostoevsky finds childlike qualities not only

in the narod, but in “society” {ohshchestvo), whose ideological quarrels he

likens to childish bickering (22: 41). In foregrounding the new, Dostoevsky

dismantles everything that belongs to the old. The authority of the father,

upon which, according to Spasovich, the state rests, is suggestively likened by

Dostoevsky to an old idol, for which the new Russia no longer has any need.

Even though jury trials and lawyers are very new in Russia in 1876,

Dostoevsky associates the law with what is old and worn out, the law, recall,

is “a young school of the withering of the heart” (22: 73). Spasovich’s legal

argumentation, in its literalness, and in the kind of blame that it places on the

little girl, is associated by Dostoevsky with the ancient Jewish law as it is

portrayed in the New Testament. Dostoevsky asks, addressing Spasovich:

“How can you imjjose such a burden of responsibility on such a little one,

which perhaps you yourself do not have the strength to bear?” (22: 68). He

continues, “‘They impose heavy, unbearable burdens’ remember these

words.” The reference is to Matthew 23: 4: “They bind heavy burdens, hard

to bear, and lay them on men’s shoulders, but they themselves will no move

them with their finger.” “They” are the Pharisees, who adhered the most

strictly to the Mosaic law. In Luke 1 1: 46, the Pharisees are referred to as

“lawyers.” It should be noted that other examples of this pattern of association

between Western law and a corrupt old world can be found in the Russian

press at this time. The new legal science is also associated with the ancient

24. The newspaper The Week (Nedelia) observed that with this concept of the family, “we

have not gone very far from the ideals of the Domostroi." Nedelia. April 15, 1876.
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and corrupt Greco-Roman world.^’ One can trace a Slavophile thread in this

rejection of external forms of authority and law.^^ But while Dostoevsky has

much in common with the Slavophiles, his use of the rhetoric of youthfulness

does not tell the whole story. For Dostoevsky this rhetoric represents only one

stage in the maturation of his public persona.

We can now summarize Dostoevsky’s re-working of the Kronenburg

case as follows. Kronenburg is a false father, and Spasovich is a false author-

ity, who generates a false narrative, one that comes from the letter, and not

from the spirit. But the idealized scenes that Dostoevsky creates— of himself

as a child alone in a field with the peasant Marei, or of the Kronenburg child

alone with the yardkeeper— are also incomplete. The notebooks to the Diary

for 1876 contain the lines; “Children in general. Children with fathers and

without fathers in particular (22: 140).” Children cannot remain without fa-

thers.

This problem of “children without fathers,” and in general, of the col-

lapse of the Russian family will be crucially important to Dostoevsky in the

Diary for 1877. In the Diary for July-August 1877, for example, Dostoevsky

describes Tolstoi’s representations of the family as “historical pictures of the

distant past,” because, according to Dostoevsky, the contemporary Russian

family has become the “accidental family” (25: 173). Morson’s study of the

Diary draws attention t& January 1877, (“The Boy Celebrating His Name
Day”), in which Dostoevsky writes: “we have a disintegrating life, and there-

fore, a disintegrating family” (translation Morson’s, p. 9). For Morson, there

is a particularly apt fit between Dostoevsky’s perception of the fragmentation

25. In the Sankipeierburgskie vedomosti for February 1, 1876 (No. 32) the new legal sci-

ence is impugned by what is perceived to be an association between it and the world of Greek

sophistry and “dialectic and Roman morality.” Similarly, in the middle of the trial in The

Brothers Karamazov, Ivan cries out, “Bread and circuses!” — suggesting a tainted association

between Rome and the trial in which he himself is participating (15: 1 17). The institutions of the

modern Western world, it would seem, reduplicate the over-sophistication and corruption of the

ancient world.

26. B. Kistiakovskii's essay “V zashchitu prava” quotes B. N. Almazov’s caricatiue of the

Slavophile position with regard to law. A prose translation of the opening lines reads: “For or-

ganic reasons/ We are not equipped with a juridical sensed With this child of Satan./Russian na-

ture is broadyOur ideal of justice / Cannot fit within the narrow confines/ Of juridical principles.”

See Vekhi: Sbornik statei russkoi inielligentsii, 2nd ed. [1909] (Frankfurt: Posev, 1967), p. 131.

For a discussion of the Vekhi group, see L. Schapiro, “The Vekhi Group and the Mystique of

Revolution,” Slavic and East European Review, 34, No. 82 (Dec. 1955), 56-76. Walicki’s chapter

“The Tradition of the Censure of the Law,” in Walicki, Legal Philosophies of Russian

Liberalism, pp. 9-104, provides a discussion of the Slavophile position. Dostoevsky’s relationship

to the Slavophiles is too broad a topic to be discussed here. But the commentary to Dostoevsky’s

article on the “environment” found in the 1972 Academy edition of Dostoevsky’s complete

works points out that in their journal Vremiia, the Dostoevsky brothers published an article by P.

N. Tkachev, which rejected the Slavophile claim as to the unsuitability of the Russian character

for jury duty (21: 387, note to p. 15).
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of the Russian family and what he takes to be Dostoevsky’s deliberately

fragmented writing in the Diary. Morson finds support for his claim that

Dostoevsky is deliberately constructing a disjointed text in the Diary in the

passages I have Just quoted, particularly the last one, which ends “Who ... can

define and express the laws of this decomposition?” (Morson, p. 9). For

Morson, the procedures of the writing of the Diary “define” these “laws.”

What I am claiming, in contrast, is that for Dostoevsky the

“disintegration” of the family offers an opportunity for the definition of a new

form of authority. In the July-August issue for 1877, Dostoevsky identifies

the cause of the “accidental” family as the “loss, on the part of Russian fathers

of any general idea in relation to their families, general for all fathers, which

would bind them together, in which they themselves would believe and teach

their children to believe” (25: 178). Dostoevsky is less interested in the

content of this idea, he says, than in its form; the “very presence of this gen-

eral ... idea ... is the beginning of order, that is, of moral order” (25: 178). It is

not Just the Russian child who is orphaned, as in the 1876 Kronenburg piece,

it is all Russian fathers who are orphaned— they lack a guiding idea. Russia

is without a father, without law, without an authoritative center. Dostoevsky

wants to recuperate some principle upon which order could be re-constructed.

Russia cannot remain in its pre-social state, without whole, integrated fami-

lies, without social organization, and without language. It must ultimately ut-

ter its “new word,” as Dostoevsky likes to say (as, for example, in the July-

August 1877 Diary). A new father is needed, a new voice of male authority,

and Dostoevsky, having legitimized himself as one with the suffering child,

will be able to offer himself for that role.

III. FATHERHOOD

This next stage of development in the self-fashioning of Dostoevsky’s

authority can be found in the July-August 1877 i.ssue, in Dostoevsky’s discus-

sion of the Dzhunkovskii case. The parents were charged with having singled

out three of their children for special ill-treatment. The children were not pro-

vided with adequate food (they ate from the servants’ table), they were kept in

unheated rooms, they were beaten (“with such cruelty that it was terrible to

look at”); one of them was beaten especially severely by his mother because

he had brought his hungry sister a potato from the kitchen for her breakfast

(25: 183). As in the Kronenburg case, the parents were acquitted. In his dis-

cussion of that case, as we recall, Dostoevsky’s rhetorical strategy was to

identify with the child against the parent and against the state, but here, he

identifies with the parent and with the state. In his essay on the Dzhunkovskii

case, Dostoevsky uses a very telling device. He notes that when people are

acquitted, sometimes the chairman of the court takes the opportunity to make

some remarks of an edifying nature, in order that the accused may avoid trou-
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ble in the future (25; 188). Dostoevsky says that he will play the role of the

chairman, who, he adds, speaks “on behalf of all of society and on behalf of

the government.” Dostoevsky then goes on to provide the text of his imagi-

nary speech. At the end, he repeats that in making the speech, he is fulfilling

his “obligation,” and speaking on behalf of society, the government, and the

“fatherland” (25: 192). In the Kronenburg piece, the child was valorized: it is

children who “humanize” adults by their mere presence among adults. But in

the Dzhunkovskii case, Dostoevsky makes gods out of fathers, who must, he

says, “always be spiritually on a mountain” for their children “as an object of

love ... respect ... and imitation” (25: 189). The father’s love is like the sun,

which, with its rays warms everything that is sowed in the child’s soul, and

produces a “good and abundant” fruit (25: 190). In the Kronenburg case,

Dostoevsky rejected the reasoning used by Spasovich, who argued that the

state depended on strong families. But here, the child is subsumed to the state:

children are the “future Russia” (25: 192).

Dostoevsky, having uttered his paternal and authoritative word in the

Dzhunkovskii case (July-August 1877), will continue in the same vein in his

final discussion of the Kornilova case (December 1877). It is important to

note that Dostoevsky characterizes his own understanding of Kornilova as

“paternal.” He remarks that it is better to “correct” a wrongdoer rather than

“chop off his head.” He goes oir “Chopping off heads is easy according to

the letter of the law, but understanding truthfully, humanely, and in a fatherly

way Ipo-otcheski] is always harder” (26: 106, emphasis added).

Dostoevsky’s self-proclaimed “fatherliness” towards Kornilova is really

more than that. He plays the role of her judge, teacher, and husband. The

couple came to visit him after Kornilova’s release from prison. Kornilov told

Dostoevsky when his wife was finally returned to him, the first thing he did

was to pull out his Gospels and read to her. Dostoevsky constructs a little

story with this bit of information, in which his narrative stance is one of om-

niscience. Kornilov is a predictable type, Dostoevsky says. He could not have

done otherwise than to read the Gospels to his wife. Kornilov, in other words,

is not one of Dostoevsky's “unfinalizable” heroes, to use Bakhtin’s term.

Dostoevsky imagines Kornilova’s reaction to the moral lesson. “Here is the

person upon whom she depends, raising himself over her in the highest halo

of a judge; he has in her eyes a merciless quality in the way that he has too

autocratically invaded her soul” (26: 104). Note the political language, the

parallel drawn between the unlimited power of an “autocrat” and the unlim-

ited power of a husband. But there is an important sense in which Dostoevsky

himself has claimed a similar sort of power over Kornilova. In reporting her

reaction to her husband’s moralizing, Dostoevsky does not permit Kornilova

to speak for herself. Dostoevsky claims to be quoting Kornilova’s thoughts,

or something very similar to them. But it is more the case that he is quoting

himself. The words that Dostoevsky puts into Kornilova’s mouth resemble
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those he had given to Stavrogin, in The Devils, who becomes angered when

Tikhon shows an understanding of his personality. Stavrogin, addressing

Tikhon, says “I hate spies and psychologists, at least those who climb into my
soul” (11:1 1).^’ Knowledge of another is always invasive and threatening,

Dostoevsky suggests, but he himself is guilty of this sort of invasiveness.

It turns out that Dostoevsky had himself already given Kornilova her

moral lesson. Her husband’s version was an inept repetition of what

Dostoevsky thinks he has already accomplished. He had gone to teach

Kornilova how to live in Siberia, should that be her fate, on the evening of her

re trial. How could a young, good-looking girl “resist temptation?” Once a

woman loses her reputation in Siberia she is disgraced for the rest of her life.

Should this befall Kornilova, her daughter, to whom she had just given birth

in prison, must follow in her footsteps. This is the reasoning that motivates

Dostoevsky to go see Kornilova, he tell us. The authority that Dostoevsky

claims over Kornilova is not limited to the pages of his Diary, but extends

into his real-life interactions with her.

There is a correspondence between Dostoevsky’s claims to paternal and

spousal authority over Kornilova and his self-constructed authoritativeness as

the Diarist. Dostoevsky's final discussion of the Kornilova case coincides

with another important moment of closure, which he notes himself, that is, the

end of the Diary's first two years of publication. By this point, Dostoevsky

has completed the maturation of his public persona. He has constructed him-

self as a father, whose offspring are his readers. The elaboration of this point

requires that we look back at the history of Dostoevsky’s relation with his

reading audience. The critics were extremely negative in 1876. One reviewer,

commenting on the first issue, remarked with some dismay about the Diary’s

“extraordinary many-sidedness” and “oddities.”^* Another reacted with a

lampooning verse: ‘Here is your Diary .. .What’s not in it?/ Genius and mad-

ness,/ Senile delirium,/ Wit and eccentricity/ Day and night, and gloom and

light.”^’

But in the same December 1877 issue in which he discusses the

Kornilova case, Dostoevsky points with pride to the correspondents he has

acquired over the course of the two year publication of the Diary. He says

that he considers his correspondents to be his “collaborators” (26: 126).

Dostoevsky has begun to dispense advice to many of them. He is full of

praise for Russian women, and in particular, he writes that “perhaps the

27. See Bakhtin’s discussion of this and other similar passages in Mikhail Bakhtin,

Problems of Dostoevsky’ s Poetics, ed. and trans. Caryl Emerson (Minneapolis: Univ. of

Minnesota Press, 1984), pp. 59-61.

28. . Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. No. 32, Feb. 1, 1876.

29. Peterburgskaia gazeia. No. 23, Feb. 3, 1876, cited in PSS, 22: 294. The verse was by

D. D. Minaev.
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Russian woman will save us all, all of our society, with the new energy that is

being bom in her” (26: 127). Not only has Dostoevsky authored his own au-

thoritative role as the Diarist, but he claims to have authored his own reading

audience, to have fathered a community of like-minded readers.

There is another sense in which Dostoevsky has authored himself as

a father in his Diary. In the Dzhunkovskii case, Dostoevsky had defined the

father’s task as that of erasing his children’s former impressions and memo-

ries and creating new ones (25: 191). Earlier in the same July-August 1877 is-

sue (and in other places in the Diary as well), he has emphasized the enor-

mous significance of “positive and beautiful” childhood memories for the fu-

ture adult (25: 181). What Dostoevsky is urging upon the Dzhunkovskii fa-

ther, is, in a sense, based on Dostoevsky’s representation of his own experi-

ence. It was the reconstruction of his childhood memory of the peasant Marei

that saved the adult Dostoevsky in prison camp from his feelings of repulsion

for his fellow convicts. This work of re-creating beautiful and positive

memories and images, the task of every father, is also the task of Dostoevsky

the Diarist, the father of a new Russia. The Diary of a Writer will provide a

storehouse of beautiful and positive images for the future Russia, to create a

sense of a whole out of the numerous fragments of everyday Russian life.^®

Dostoevsky’s time frame is one that locates the present Russia as the past to

an immediate future. A new transformed Russia is just beyond our grasp, he

seems to be saying. At the end of his discussion of the Dzhunkovskii case,

speaking from his imaginary position as chairman of the court, Dostoevsky

reminds his audience of Jesus’s promise to “shorten the seasons and the

times” for the sake of the children (25: 193). It is for the sake of the children

that the “torment of the rebirth of human society” will be shortened. He con-

cludes triumphantly: “This perfection will be completed and the sufferings

and misunderstandings of our civilization will finally end!” (25: 193).

University of California, Davis

30. As Leonid Grossman has written. Dostoevsky “could recover the whole cast of the on-

going historical moment from the fragmentary details of the passing day.” See his Poeiika

Dostoevskogo (Moscow: Gos. akademiia khudozh. nauk., 1925), p. 176.
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RUDOLF NEUHÄUSER(, Austria)

THE DREAM OF A RIDICULOUS MAN:
TOPICALITY AS A LITERARY DEVICE

Dostoevsky’s poetics have been studied from many points of view and

by different schools of literary criticism. The earlier notion of Dostoevsky,

the careless and verbose writer, widespread at the end of the nineteenth and

the early decades of the twentieth century, has been replaced, step by step, by

its opposite: Dostoevsky, the careful craftsman who constructed his texts, in-

terconnecting the various levels in a complex system of cross-references,

which has long eluded attempts to analyze and describe in an adequate man-

ner. By now, we are generally aware how discourse operates in Dostoevsky’s

prose, camouflaging as much as it seems to reveal.' We know many of the

subtexts of his novels and tales and we are generally aware of the significance

of the intertextual references in them. We are conscious of their multilevelled

structure and their symbolic and allegorical levels of meaning. Yet, neverthe-

less, there are still aspects of which we are not aware and texts that have re-

tained an enigmatic appeal, the reader experiencing frustration knowing that

he knows less than there is to be known — the text still withholding some

essential information. The Dream ofa Ridiculous Man is a case in point.

Studies of this tale have concentrated on its obvious philosophical im-

plications and their significance for Dostoevsky’s world view and his poetics.

Central to the tale is the hero’s vision of the Golden Age, interpreted by

Horst-Jürgen Gerigk as a “Heilung des falschen Bewußtseins.’’^ Vladimir

21akharov has come to a similar conclusion, seeing in the tale a “story of the

enlightenment of the hero, his obtaining the truth ... and the dream becomes

1 . Among Ihe attempts to reconstruct the underlying structure of Dostoevskian texts, the

following studies should be mentioned: R. Peace has investigated the great novels with

particular attention to the symbolic and allegoric patterns of meaning in his book Dostoevsky:

An Examination of the Major Novels (Cambridge; Cambridge Univ. Press, 1971); H.-J. Gerigk

has laid bare the allegoric level in The Brothers Karamazov in his Afterword to the dtv

Diinndruck edition of the novel (dtv, v. 2043) (München; Deutscher Taschenbuch Verlag,

1978), pp. 1031-52. See also my studies of The Landlady (Canadian Slavonic Papers, 10, 1

[1980], 42-67); The Insulted and Humiliated (Forum International, 3 [1980], 48-61); The Notes

from Underground (Canadian-American Slavic Studies, 6, 2 (1972), 239-55); and The Idiot

(Dostoevsky Studies, 1 (1980), 47-63). See also R. Lachmann’s intertextual studies of

Dostoevsky texts in her recent book Gedächtnis und Literatur (Frankfurt/Main; Suhrkamp,

1990), esp. parts 111 and IV.

2. Fjodor. Dostojewskij: Erzählungen (München: Winkler Verlag, 1978), p. 950.
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... a mylh about the historical destinies of mankind.”^ Robert-Louis Jackson,

on the other hand, has stressed the significance of the text for the author’s

poetics, Dostoevsky’s presumed view being this: “L’art ultime est révélation

(prophétie); il n’explore pas seulement la réalité sociale de l’homme, mais

pénètre, on révèle, la réalité ultime de l’esprit humain et de sa destinée, ce

monde invisible de ‘fins et de commencements’ ... qui ‘reste pour l’homme

un domaine du fantastique.““' In this perspective the Dream expresses “une

croyance à un ordre moral et à une réalité transcendentale.’’^

Others have seen in the tale a reflection of Dostoevsky’s occupation with

various philosophic and literary sources. R. Lauth has studied the “Etappen

des Sündenfalls im ‘Traum’“ with reference to Rousseau’s famous Discourse

and Fichte’s reflection on it. His conclusion: “Betrachtet man Dostoevskijs

‘phantastische Erzählung’ als Ganzes, so stellt sie eine geniale Antwort auf

Rousseaus Discourse über den Einfluß der Wissenschaft und Künste dar
’’^

Still others have pointed to Dostoevsky’s interest in the psychology of

dreams, relating to his reading of the tales of Edgar Allan Poe. Dostoevsky

wrote a Foreword to three of Poe’s tales, published in Vremia (January

1861). There he ventured the thought, probably derived from the reading of

Poe, that “the deceased person, again by means of galvanism, tells of the

condition of his soul...’’’

Konrad Onasch has included a discussion of The Dream in the essay

“Vertreibung Gottes aus dem Paradies” together with an analysis of

Versilov’s well-known vision in the Adolescent. The Dream, says Onasch, is

a continuation of Versilov’s vision, both being tinged by Rousseau’s im-

agery.* Onasch quotes from Emile: “La vie de l’âme ne commence qu’à la

mort du corps.” Other symbols and images point to Jean Paul (Siebenkäs,

Hesperus) and Heinrich Heine. In essence, Onasch considers the Dream a dia-

logue between “Dostoevskij I and Dostoevskij ”, i.e., the religious believer

and the sceptic — both positions being taken to their utmost consequence.’

Tunimanov links the Dream to The Brothers Karamazov seeing in

Alesha, Dmitrii and Zosima reflections of the Ridiculous Man. Like Zosima,

3. F M. Dostoevskii. Rasskazy (Petrozavodsk; Kareliia, 1985), p. 445f.

4. Russian Literature, No. 1 (1971), p. 15.

5. Ibid., p. 27.

6. R. Lauth, Dostojewski und sein Jahrhundert (Bonn: Bouvier, 1986), p. 135.

7. F. M. Dostoevskii, Poinoe sobranie sochinenii v 30-ti tt. (=PSS) (Leningrad; Nauka,

1974-82), XXV, 397ff.

8. K. Onasch, Dostojewski als Verführer (Zürich: EVZ, 1961), pp. 31-36. This is also

pointed out by Tunimanov. See n. 9 (below).

9. “Dostoevskii byl chelovekom krainosti i myslil poliamymi kategoriiami, otritsanie u

nego vystupaet v forme poslednego razoblacheniia, i utverzhdenie osnovyvaelsia na mechte

bezushcherbno ideal’nom, schastlivom obshchestve.” V. Tunimanov, “Satira i utopiia,”

Russkaia literatura. No. 4 (1966), p. 87.



The Dream ofa Ridiculous Man 177

the Ridiculous Man, too, is “prophet and preacher.” Dostoevsky “resurrects,

as it were, the genre of Voltaire’s philosophical tales.”'“ Similarly, M. Braun

maintains that The Dream in many ways anticipates the philosophic concerns

of Dostoevsky/Zosima in The Brothers Karamazov. Braun also points to as-

pects of the text linking it to earlier works by Dostoevsky. He mentions

Svidrigailov who, in his last night before committing suicide, dreams of a

little maltreated girl."

To be sure, these and other studies have helped to put the tale in perspec-

tive. We have become aware of Dostoevsky’s sources and models, we know

about the philosophical implications of the text and its poetic significance.'^

There is no doubt that the tale anticipates some of the tenets of Zosima’s

utopian and vitalistic philosophy.'“ Nevertheless there remains an unex-

plained aspect which has no parallel in any other text by the writer: the hero’s

strange and unexplained dream-journey through space to another solar sys-

tem. Having committed suicide in his dream, the Ridiculous Man, accompa-

nied by a “being” whose face “bore some resemblance to a human face”, yet

“not human of course” (p. 726),''' travels to a star which, he thinks, is Sirius.

It is the same star that, observed on his way home, had given him the idea of

committing suicide. It is tempting to explain the interplanetary flight by

pointing to the Vohairean armchair in which the hero had fallen asleep as a

reference to Voltaire’s tale Micromegas about the travels of an inhabitant of

the planetary world of Sirius (!) via Saturn to the Earth.'“ We could also fol-

low Onasch who wrote: “Sowohl in des deutschen Romantikers <= Jean

Paul> ‘Siebenkäs’ und ‘Hesperus’ wie im Poem des Russen <= Dostoevsy’s

Dream> stoßen wir auf den phantastischen Flug durch den Kosmos im

Traumgesicht wie auf das Traumerlebnis der eigenen Beerdigung.”'“ Yet the

details of the texts by Voltaire, Poe, and Jean Paul correspond to

Dostoevsky’s text only very superficially and provide us with no explanation

as to why the writer might have let himself be inspired by them, - if he actu-

10. Tunimanov refers in particular to two texts by Voltaire: Candide and Micromegas as

textual models for Dostoevsky. Ibid., pp. 71 and 84.

11. M. Braun, Dostojewski]. Das Gesamtwerk als Vielfalt und Einheit (Göttingen:

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976), pp. 222-24.

12. Neither should we forget the autobiographical aspects. As pointed out by the editors

of PSS, some of the Ridiculous Man’s words echo utopian socialist thinking! (See PSS, XXV,
406).

13. Cf. R. Neuhauser, “The Brothers Karamazov: A Contemporary Reading of Book VI,

‘A Russion Monk’,” Dostoevsky Studies. 7 (1986), 135-51.

14. Quotations from The Dream of a Ridiculous Man (referred to in the text as The

Dream) are taken from Great Short Works of Fyodor Dostoevsky transi. D. Magarshak (New

York: Harjrer & Row 1968), pp. 715-38. Page references to this edition will appear in the text.

15. See PSS. XXV 106.

16. Onasch, Dostojewski als Veifuhrer, p. 64.
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ally did so. Another obvious and tempting alternative is to classify

Dostoevsky’s space journey as a reflection of a well-known device of late

eighteenth and early nineteenth century literature.

Journeys surpassing the technical capabilities of nineteenth-century man,

whether magical or supposedly real, were not rare in literature. We can differ-

entiate between four varieties of such journeys: I
.
journeys performed with

the help of supernatural powers, such as we encounter in fairy tales and ro-

mantic prose;'’ 2. fictive “travels” popular in Russia around 1800, such as

Xavier de Maistre’s Travels into my Pockets (Russ, transi. 1803); 3. travels

to the nether world on the ancient pattern of a “descensus ad inferos”;'“ and 4.

travelogues written by the forerunners of science fiction, one of whom, Jules

Verne, was a contemporary of Dostoevsky. His utopian novels began to ap-

pear in the 1860’s (e.g. De la terre à la lune, 1865!). In this context, we
might refer to a distant predecessor of J. Verne, Vasilii Levshin, who pub-

lished his Noveishee puteshestvie (= The Latest Journey [- to the moon]) as

early as 1784! Yet, Dostoevsky’s interplanetary journey does not show any

similarity to these or other works in the four categories above.

Having examined contextual and intertextual evidence— if only curso-

rily — without reaching satisfactory results, we might next look for internal

textual evidence testifying to the necessity of including the interplanetary

journey in The Dream.

Dostoevsky has set his story within a double frame, as it were. Chapter

1 and the greater portion of chapter 2 are set in St. Petersburg, as are the final

pages of chapter 5. In between is the hero’s dream, extending from the last

page of chapter 2 through chapters 3 and 4 into chapter 5. The outer frame is

formed by the dream (i.e., the hero’s imagined suicide, his waking up in the

coffin). A second, inner frame -— the interplanetary journey — leads to the

central section of the dream — the vision of the Golden Age and the Fall.'’

The Ridiculous Man has landed on a distant planet which, however, turns

out to be an exact replica of the earth at an earlier stage of its evolution, as

yet “unstained by the Fall” (p. 729). The dream, which is, time and again,

interrupted in the hero’s narration by commentaries belonging to his waking

life after the dream experience, ends abruptly in chapter 5 when the hero

wakes up at “about six o’clock.” (p. 736) There is no return journey back to

earth, Dostoevsky evidently having dropped the device of the interplanetary

trip. The reader may well ask himself why the writer found it necessary to in-

17. Cf. Gogol’s Noch' pered rozhdestvom\

18. Cf. Baron Brambeus’ journey to the center of the earth in Senkovskii’s well known

fantastic tale of 1833!

19. Actually, we could speak of a triple frame, adding St. Petersburg, where the story

begins ;uid ends, as a third, outer frame.
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troduce it in the first place. Following his imaginary death, the hero might

have simply found himself transported in time to an earth still in its para-

disiacal state before the Fall. We might argue that it is actually irrelevant

whether the Ridiculous Man reaches this earthly paradise via a space journey

or is directly transported to it in time. After all, Dostoevsky did not hide the

obvious fact that he modelled his paradise on ancient Greek and Roman

myths. Had he been transported directly to pre-Fall earth, the hero could still

have played the role of devil’s advocate, leading mankind into sin and cor-

ruption. The character of the text as an allegory would have become even

more poignant.^® After all, the catalog of stages of evil leading to absolute

corruption -from a lie in Jest to voluptuousness. Jealousy, cruelty, bloodshed,

sorrow and suffering; the invention of the concepts of “shame,” “honor,”

“truth,” the development of science, slavery; the manipulation of the law; the

invention of the guillotine, and so on — is meant to describe (as in

Rousseau’s famous Discourse) the course of earthly civilization. The struc-

ture of a frame formed by the dream does not require a second frame. Of

course, Dostoevsky would not be the craftsman we now rightfully consider

him to be, had he not provided a “realistic” motivation for his interplanetary

flight. In chapter 2, immediately prior to falling asleep, a “strange notion”

occurs to the hero: “(it) occurred to me that if I had lived before on the moon

or on Mars and had committed there the most shameful and dishonorable ac-

tion that can be imagined, and had been so disgraced and dishonored there as

can be imagined and experienced only occasionally in a dream, a nightmare,

and if, finding myself afterwards on earth, I had retained the memory of what

I had done on the other planet, and moreover knew that I should never in any

circumstances go back there-if that were to have happened, should I or should

I not have felt, as I looked from the earth upon the moon, that it made no

difference to me? Should 1 or should I not have felt ashamed of that action?”

(p.723)

The dream is but an extension and continuation of a thought entertained

by the hero in a wakeful state immediately prior to falling asleep. However,

while this realistic motivation does explain the fact that the hero dreams of

Just such a Journey, it does not tell us anything about the author's motiva-

tions, i.e., why Dostoevsky planted the “strange notion” in his hero’s mind

in the first place. I would suggest that the “strange notion” does contain a

clear indication of the thrust of Dostoevsky’s intentions.

20. The reader may easily test the validity of this conjecture by leaving out two and a half

pages of text between the sentence “And then my grave was opened" (p. 726) continuing on p.

728 with the sentence “Suddenly and without as it were being aware of it myself, I stood on

<this> an other earth in the bright light of a sunny day, fair and beautiful as paradise.”
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Before discussing the “notion’s” implications, 1 should like to refer to

what I believe to have been a powerful influence on Dostoevsky’s writing.

His usually dire financial situation forced him to concern himself with the

pecuniary aspects of his literary work. The attempt to address as large an au-

dience as possible led, in the course of time, to what Horst-Jürgen Gerigk has

called his machiavellian poetics, a poetics that aims to compel the reader—
even against his will — to continue reading the text (and purchasing the

journal where it appeared).^' Dostoevsky felt that he had to attract readers and

did so by catering to reader interest, although without foregoing his true in-

tentions, which aimed much higher. Hence the emphasis on crime, sex, dis-

ease, and certain religious and political phenomena of his time. Gerigk even

suggested: “In der Kultivierung des Sensationellen geht Dostoevskij noch

über Balzac und Dickens hinaus.... Er will das breite Publikum erreichen und

studiert, so müssen wir sagen, die Mechanismen seiner Manipulation.”

^^Murder and suicide, prostitutes and lecherous elderly men, unusual and ex-

treme acts with religious and political connotations characterize his prose and

hold the reader’s attention. The list of five main “Wirkungsfaktoren” —
crime, sex, disease, religion, politics — would not be complete without a

sixth element — TOPICALITY. It does not only correspond to an essential

requirement of realistic literature, but— if wisely chosen — may serve as a

link between the sensationalism inherent in the five factors mentioned above

and the philosophical and ethical “message” of a text. A case of murder

(Raskol’nikov) may satisfy the expectations of the mass reader. Should the

peculiar circumstances of the deed express something at once typical of con-

temporary society and at the same time typical of man as such, then it may

well serve as the starting point for an analysis of the underlying causes, an

analysis that will lead eventually to an assessment of society and those “ideas

in the air” that influence it and may lead to murder. Topicality, in this sense,

is not only a necessary ingredient of a Dostoevskian text, it is, indeed, part

of the very fabric of the text providing the link to the more serious concerns

of the writer. The kind of topicality that interested Dostoevsky rested upon

the requirements of popular prose as listed, for example, by Osip Senkovsky

— a master of the trade in guessing the likes and dislikes of the public. A
writer successful with the reader ”... above all, starts by finding out what so-

ciety is mainly thinking, discussing, pondering at a given point in time;

what it is interested in, what it dreams, what it expects and fears and is en-

thusiastic about.. Yet this was not enough for Dostoevsky. Topicality in

his sense had to express not only some essential problem of the time, it

21. H.-J. Gerigk, “Die Gründe für die Wirkung Dostoevskijs," Dostoevsky Studies, 2

(1981), 3-26.

22. Ihid.,p. 5.

23 Listki barona Rrambeusa (St. Petersburg: 18.S8), Part , p. 846f.
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should simultaneously address itself to those aspects of man and society that

transcend temporal limitations. In this sense, topicality can be seen as a prin-

ciple informing, shaping and permeating all five “Wirkungsfaktoren.” Such a

complex approach does not only attract readers, but helps to convey to them

(by camouflaging it) the philosophical “message” that the author wishes to

transmit.

The main “Wirkungsfaktor” operating in the Dream appears to be the

same as in Part One of the Notes from Underground: There the hero had

spoken of the DISEASE of contemporary man — the hyperconscious indi-

vidual. The Ridiculous Man is a direct descendent of the Underground Man,

being just another “modem Russian progressive and a despicable citizen of

Petersburg” (p. 729). Only this time the author transfers the story of his

“salvation,” originally part of chapter 10 of part I of the Notes, to a dream

experience, setting it off from the preceding description of the hero’s waking

life by an imagined suicide (suicide, like attempted and actual murder, part of

the “Wirkungsfaktor” CRIME). The topical aspects of the text springing from

the hero’s character are obvious. Dostoevsky presents another variant of con-

temporary man, he confronts the readers with the ills of contemporary society

(see the poor, dejected girl roaming the streets of the capital, first rejected,

later comforted by the hero). Lastly, there is the obvious “ideological” thrust

of the hero’s dream experience, stemming from Dostoevsky’s early utopian

socialist interests, later re-interpreted in the light of his understandig of

Orthodox Christian ethics. All this is conventional and does not explain the

hero’s “strange notion,” nor the journey resulting from it. The “missing link”

is to be found, I believe, in subject-matter that is closely related to certain

contemporary events and that unites the concerns of society at the time the

tale was conceived with certain underlying philosophical questions that have

to do with the writer’s Weltanschauung.

The hero’s “strange notion” contains a paraphrase of views voiced by

Hippolyte Denizard Rivail (1804-69), better known by his pienname Allan

Kardec,^“* in his treatise Qu'est-ce que le spiritisme?^ and his book Livre des

Esprits (1859). Rivail is the founder of the first French spiritist journal, the

Revue spirite, and author of books such as Livre des Médiums and Le Ciel et

l’Enfer. He maintained that there are numerous “stars” in the universe settled

by human beings at different stages of spiritual development, the earth occu-

pying a rather inferior position as a kind of purgatory which, in Kardec’s

24. Rivail considered “Allan Kardec” a Celtic name which had been his in a previous

existence. See Jean Variier, Allan Kardec. Connaissance du Spiritisme (Paris: 1971). See also

Ernst Benz, Ausserirdische Welten. Von Kopernikus zu den Ufos (Freiburg im Breisgau; Aurum
Verlag (Edition 20]. 1990), ch. 14.

25. In Revue Spirite, 1858 and 1860.
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words, was not far from hell. He considered it a place of purification of sinful

spirits. Behind this view is the assumption that distant planets serve as liv-

ing places for the spirits of the dead. This, too, is echoed in the Ridiculous

Man’s “strange notion”: “Indeed, hell is a purgatory and the latter, in as far as

it is a place of punishment, is on earth.”“

The topic touched upon in the “strange notion” is not only an outgrowth

of contemporary interest in spiritism — shared by Dostoevsky at that time

— but has far-reaching historical roots. In fact, it touches on one of the most

sensitive areas in the intellectual and philosophical evolution of modern

European society. In the medieval Christian tradition, the earth — selected

by God for the work of salvation — as the main and focal point of God’s

concern, had to be in the center of the universe. This view was radically un-

dermined by the findings of Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo, and Newton. The

modem view of the earth’s place in the universe reduced its status. It was re-

moved from the center, its role in divine providence was questioned. The

shock caused by the new understanding of the relationship between our solar

system and the universe led to a kind of cosmic nihilism, well described by

Ortega y Gasset in iiis book Die weltgeschichtlichen Krisen}^ It is echoed in

.lean Paul’s “Rede des toten Christus vom Weltgebäude herab, daß kein Gott

sei” in his novel Siebenkäs (1796f.). The significance of the new astronomy

was well formulated by Alexander Pope in the lines:

Nature and Nature’s laws lay hid in night.

God said: “Let Newton be,” and all was light.“

Philosophers as much as theologians were forced to look for ways in

which traditional Christian faith could be reconciled with the new astronomi-

cal data, specifically the understanding of providence as a central force in his-

tory. How could God’s plans for the earth, the salvation of mankind through

Christ’s death as the central event in history from the theological point of

view, be compatible with the marginal position of the planet earth! Major

philosophers like Kant and Schelling, religious thinkers and mystics, later

Joined by the representatives of nineteenth-century spiritism, pondered the

role of the heavenly bodies in providence, the question of extraterrestrial civi-

lizations, the transmigration of souls from one solar system to another after

death, and similar questions. In fact, there is a series of texts, many by the

26. Ibid., 1858, p. 65f.

27. Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlagsanstalt, 1951 (Vorwort)..

28. This certainly was not true of the Christian churches which fought the Copemican

system nght into the eighteenth century. As late as 1721, censors in Zürich for religious reasons

forbade the publication of a book advocating the Copemican view. See Benz, Ausserirdische

Wellen, p. I2f.
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most illustrious minds of the past three hundred years, dealing with the prob-

lem of whether the “stars” are inhabited, what sort of creatures might be

found there, what their nature might be, whether or not they are touched by

sin, can man expect to be transferred to a distant star after death, are angels

really inhabitants of the stars, or, possibly, spirits of inhabitants of the earth

or of other planets, and so on. The Ridiculous Man’s “strange notion” should

be considered a clear indication that he (i.e., Dostoevsky) was well aware of

this century-old tradition in Western thought. A brief examination of some

texts in particular those which may have been known to the writer, will fur-

ther clarify the matter.

One of the earliest authors dealing with this subject is Bernard Le Bovier

de Fontenelle (1657-1757) who maintained in his book of 1686 (German

translation 1780) Entretien sur la Pluralité des Mondes that both the moon

and other planets were inhabited!^’ At about the same time Christiaan

Huygens, astronomer, mathematician, physicist, thought that all inhabitants

of planets were similar {Kosmothéros, 1698). He referred to Nicolas Cusanus

and Giordano Bruno as authorities on this matter. Johann Heinrich Lambert

(1727-77) extended these views to encompass other solar systems, saying

that each contained inhabited planets revolving around a sun. In his

Cosmologische Briefe über die Einrichtung des Weltbaues (1761) he spoke

of the “Allbelebtheit” of the universe! The view that there was life on distant

heavenly bodies — probably extending throughout the universe! — was al-

ready wide-spread towards the end of the eighteenth century. The poet Haller

summed it up in two concise lines:

Die Sterne sind vielleicht ein Sitz verklärter Geister,

Wie hier das Laster herrscht, ist dort die Tugend Meister.^

Even Kant dealt in some detail with such questions in his treatise

Allgemeine Naturgeschichte und Theorie des Himmels, oder Versuch von der

Verfassung und dem mechanischen Ursprünge des ganzen Weltgebäudes

nach Newtonischen Grundsätzen abgehandelt (1755). Dostoevsky had an in-

terest in Kant, probably extending beyond esthetics as shown by Golosovker

and Gerigk. Whether Dostoevsky knew of this treatise and, particularly, of its

part 111 “Welcher einen Versuch einer auf die Analogien der Natur gegründeten

Vergleichung zwischen den Einwohnern verschiedener Planeten, in sich en-

29. Fontenelle was a nephew of Pierre Corneille and one of the best-educated men of his

time, a permanent secretary of the Académie des Sciences since 1699.

30. Benz, Ausserirdische Wehen, p. 42.
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thält. — Anhang, von den Bewohnern der Gestirne”,^' is not known. Kant

thinks that the planets are mostly inhabited, and that the spiritual nature of

the inhabitants is determined by their distance from the sun; the further away

from the sun, the more refined and spiritual the inhabitants. Kant even posed

the question as to whether or not sin ruled other planets as much as it did the

earth. And he reflects on the possibility that man’s immortal soul might be

transferred to another distant point in the universe after death:

Sollte die unsterbliche Seele wohl in der ganzen Unendlichkeit ihrer

künftigen Dauer ... an diesem Puakt des Weltraumes, an unsere Erde

jederzeit geheftet bleiben?... Wer weiß, ist es ihr nicht zugedacht,

daß sie dereinst jene entfernten Kugeln des Weltgebäudes, und die

Trefflichkeit ihrer Anstalten ... soll kennen lernen? Vielleicht bilden

sich darum noch einige Kugeln des Planetensystems aus, um nach

vollendetem Ablaufe der Zeit, die unserem Aufenthalte allhier

vorgeschrieben ist, uns in andern Himmeln neue Wohnplätze zu

bereiten.^^

Karamzin’s friend and correspondent, the Swiss religious philosopher

Lavaler, provides a link between scholarly, philosophical speculation and

early spiritist experiences. In his Aussichren in die Ewigkeit. In Briefen an

Hr. Joh. Georg Zimmermann (1772), he relates the story of the dead wife of

his correspondent who communicated that she now “lives among millions of

souls in regions full of pleasure (= Heiterkeit), quiet and contemplation,

but,” she said, “not in heaven yet.”” Lavater even thinks it possible that the

resurrection of man at the end of time will be preceded by a thou-

sand-year-long kingdom of Christ on earth — echoing ancient chiliastic ex-

pectations that are also reflected in Dostoevsky’s dream of a future “Golden

Age”! Schelling, too, in his posthumous treatise Clara oder Über den

Zusammenhang der Natur mit der Geisteswelt, wrote about the continuation

of life after death and the conditions under which this might take place.

Dostoevsky’s own interest in the physical and astronomical aspects of

the matter is also witnessed by the fact that his library contained two books

by the French astronomer Nicolas Camille Flammarion (1842-1925) in

Russian translation (Nebesnye svetila, Moscow, 1865; Istoriia neba.

31. Kant’s treatise was published in Königsberg and Leipzig: Joh. Friedr. Petersen. 1755.

See H.-J. Gerigk’s "Nachwort" to The Brothers Karamazov and la. E. Golo.sovker, Dostoevskii

i Kant (Moscow; Izd. AN SSSR, 1963).

32. Kant. Allgemeine Naturgeschichte, p. 395.

33 J Lavater' s ausgewählte Schriften, ed. J. K. Orelli, Pt 5 (Zürich: Fr. Schulthoss,

1842), p. 141.
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Moscow, 1875). Flammarion had also studied the question of the plurality of

worlds and had a strong interest in parapsychological phenomena!^'*

The spiritist interest — already expressed by Lavater, a catholic priest!

— owes much to the Swedish “Geisterseher” Emanuel Swedenborg

(1689-1772). A. N. Aksakov had published his translation of Swedenborg as

nebesach, mire dukhov i ob ade (= About the Heavens, the Spirit World,

and about Helf) in Leipzig (1863) and had presented Dostoevsky a copy of it

in 1879155

Swedenborg wrote there;

... all planets visible to the eye in our solar system are like the

earth, and ... apart from them, the universe is full of countless num-

bers of others, which are filled with inhabitants in exactly the same

way ... man could convince him.self of the plurality of earths in the

universe by the fact that the starry heavens are without bounds and

full of innumerable stars, each of which in its place and system, is a

heavenly nursery-garden — one cannot but believe that everywhere

where there is an earth there are also human beings.^^

There are indications that Dostoevsky put some of Swedenborg’s ideas

into the mouth of the elder Zosima. In volume 1 of his Opera Philosophica

et Mineralia... Swedenborg argued that any newly-arising world in the uni-

verse would be similar to our world in its youth!’^ F. C. Oetinger, who
translated Swedenborg into German, published a Theologia ex idea vitae de-

ducta (1765), the sixth part of which was entitled “Considerations about the

stars as inhabited spaces and of their relation to the earth, on which Christ

was bom.” According to Oetinger’s Irdische und himmlische Philosophie

(1765, part 2), the stars in the depth of the universe form a world of higher

order, settled by spiritual beings of great perfection and wisdom. Our earthly.

34. Flammarion, founder of the French Astronomical Society, had a serious interest in

parapsychological phenomena. He organized séances and collected reports of paranormal

events, some of which he published in book form as L'Inconnu et les problèmes psychiques

(Paris: 19(). Other books by him are La pluralité des mondes habités (1862) and Les mondes

imaginaires et les mondes réels (1865).

35. A. N. Aksakov published two more books on Swedenborg: Evangelie po Svedenborgu

(Leipzig: 1864) and Ratsionalizm Svedenborga. Kriticheskoe issledovanie ego ucheniia Sv.

Pisanii (Leipzig: 1870). Both books were in Dostoevsky’s library. Dostoevsky also possessed

A. N. Aksakov’s book Spiritualizm i. Opytnye issledovaniia nod psikhicheskoi siloi.

Uil’iama Kruksa... Sost. perev. i izd. A. Aksakov (St. Petersburg: 1872).

36. Quoted in PSS, XXV, 401

.

37. Emanuelis Swedenborgii Opera Philosophica et Mineralia (Dresden and Leipzig:

1734), p. 24. For a comprehensive treatment of the subject, see Benz, Ausserirdische Welten

(note 23 above).
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“lower” world, he says, has fallen into “distemper” through the Pall of man.

Oetinger quotes Revelation 22.16 (also 2.28) concerning the bright morning

star in support of his thesis that this star might be the “higher” place to

which God has that man will go after death, a place of “further perfection”.

Turning now to Russia, we have in Dostoevsky’s long-standing friend

and collaborator, the philosopher Nikolai Strakhov, another representative of

the ongoing discourse on the question of a plurality of inhabited worlds. In

addition, Strakhov interested himself in the teachings of Swedenborg.

Strakhov’s essay “Inhabitants of the planet” appeared originally in

Dostoevsky’s journal Vremia (number 1, 1861) and was later incorporated in

Strakhov’s book Mir tseloe (= The World as a Whole, 1872), which

Dostoevsky was reading when he wrote his tale. Strakhov was well aware of

his predecessors in the tradition of the subject under discussion and quoted

from the works of Fontenelle and Huygens, which have been mentioned

above. But it was not only Strakhov who may have stimulated Dostoevsky’s

interest in the topic. The latter was also well acquainted with the works of

the three leading exponents of spiritism in Russia in the 1870’s. Apart from

A. N. Aksakov (1832-1903), four of whose books were in Dostoevsky’s li-

brary, there were two prominent professors from the University of St.

Petersburg: A. M. Butlerov (1828-86), a professor of chemistry, and N. P.

Vagner (1829-1907), a professor of zoology, with whom Dostoevesky corre-

sponded. In summer of 1875, Dostoevsky and Vagner met in Staraia Russa.

In 1874, Aksakov, Butlerov, and Vagner had organized séances in St.

Petersburg. In January 1876, Vagner invited Dostoevsky to attend a séance.

In February, Vagner again invited the writer to a séance organized by

Aksakov. Dostoevsky went and admitted that he was “powerfully im

pressed.” In three issues of his Diary of a Writer (January, March and April

1876), he wrote about spiritism. Aksakov, the main proponent of spiritism,

was an indefatigable propagandist, founder of the journal Psychische Studien

(1874-) in Leipzig, where he now lived. In the late sixties, Aksakov became

interested in the works of the American spiritist Andrew Jackson Davis

(1826-1910), the “seer from Poughkeepsie,” at that time the leading theoreti-

cian of spiritism in America. His main work The Principles of Nature

(1847), dictated in trance, was described as a mixture of a poetic and vision-

ary cosmology and early utopian socialist thinking — a combination that

ought to have fascinated Dostoevsky! Davis wrote about life in the yonder

world, called by him “summerland,” particularly in A Stellar Key to

Summerland (1868). His views of life beyond death as a kind of paradise

have become the classical representation of the “next world” in spiritism.

Dostoevsky might as have become aware through the same source of Allan

Kardec, whose views, as mentioned above, may have been a source for the
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Ridiculous Man’s “strange notion.”^* Starting with the 1860’s, Dostoevsky

seems to have been increasingly attracted to spiritism. He was avowedly im-

pressed by mediumistic experiments, yet remained adamantly opposed to

spiritism on religious grounds, even putting it on a level with nihilism. “No,

I’d rather have pure atheism than spiritism!”^’ And he gave his reasons: “But

I hate only the disgusting hypothesis of spirits and having relations with

them” (ib. p. 71). Dostoevsky understood by “spirits” mainly “demons” or

“devils” (“cherti”), as he said jokingly in the January issue of his Diary of a

Writer. The idea that dead people might reappear on earth as spirits was for

him “koshchunstvo” (= blasphemy), a “disgusting hypothesis” (loc. cit.).

Another aspect that seems to have haunted the writer was the possibility that

spiritism might turn into a sectarian faith leading to further “obosoblenie” (=

isolation) and “raz”edinenie” (= separation) in Russian society From this

point of view, he was particularly afraid of the mystical aspects of spiritist

teachings. He had reason to be afraid as he himself admittedly had been af-

fected by spiritism in this regard. The séance in February 1876, he said,

“produced quite a powerful impression on me,” and he explained that the

“faith” of the spiritists whom he met there had been the source of his “first

powerful impression.”^' It was mostly this fear which motivated his strict

opposition to spiritism — despite its obvious emotional appeal to him. He

forced himself, as it were — on the basis of rational calculation — to reject

it: “I completely refuse to believe — so that no kind of proof will ever move

me any more”^^ (ib. p. 127). Surely this is an irrational argument fitting a

Dostoevskian hero of the Underground Man’s type! Obviously, Dostoevsky

shared the findings of Professor Mendeleev’s Commission, which had inves-

tigated mediumistic claims between September 1875 and May 1876 and had

concluded: spiritist teaching is a superstition.”^^

The discussion of a plurality of inhabited worlds settled by human be-

ings (or their spirits) seems to have shifted, in the course of the nineteenth

century, from the competence of philosophers and astronomers to that of

spiritists and parapsychologists. It found a parallel in another area of strong

interest on the part of Dostoevsky. Beginning with his early work (The

38. In addition to the titles already mentioned, Dostoevsky’s library included at least one

more book on spiritism by the American physician and chemist, a sceptic turned believer,

Robert Hare (1781-1858): <R. Ger> Opytnye issledovaniia spiritizme. Perev. s angl.

(Leipzig: 1866).

39. Literaturnoe nasledstvo, 86 (Moscow; Nauka, 1973), p. 72.

40. PSS. XXII, 99f.

41. Lilerarurnoe nasledstvo. 86, p. 126f.

42. Ibid., p. 127.

43. PSS, XXII, 369. Beginning in December 1875 and continuing throughout the winter

and spring of 1876, Prof. Mendeleev gave a series of public lectures on spiritism which had a

lively echo in the press and in public discussion.
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Double), Dostoevsky had a pronounced interest in the nature and effects of

abnormal psychological states of consciousness, an interest stimulated, no

doubt, by his own repeated attacks of epilepsy, yet extending far beyond

medical and psychological concerns. The importance of the topic is indicated

by the fact that he saw in “hyperconsciousness,” i.e., a state of heightened

consciousness on the borderline between normality and abnormality, the

DISEASE of nineteenth-century intellectuals: “I swear, gentlemen, that it is a

genuine, total disease to be overly conscious” (= words of the Underground

Man, part 1, chapter 2). However, like so many aspects of Dostoevsky’s

complex Weltanschauung, this, too, was a “stick with two ends,” to use his

own metaphor: “hyperconsciousness” could lead man to crime, but it could

just as well bring about a spiritual rebirth leading him to a deeper under-

standing of the world and his own existence. At any rate, hyperconsciousness

exposed the individual to influences reaching him from beyond the limits of

his physical existence. Dostoevsky had considerable interest in the tenous re-

lationship between everyday reality on one hand, and the intangible, but nev-

ertheless “real” sphere of that which is beyond the reach of our senses and our

mind. He even claimed that under certain circumstances such as in states of

heightened awareness, be they caused by disease or dreams, man could estab-

lish contact with an intangible world that existed alongside our visible and

tangible world. Svidrigailov makes an interesting comment in this context:

Ghosts are, so to say, chunks and shreds of other worlds, their be-

ginning. There is no reason why a healthy person should see them,

because a healthy person is most firmly bound to earth and necessar-

ily must live the earthly life alone for the sake of fullness and order.

But no sooner has he fallen sick, hardly has the normal, earthly or-

der of his organism been upset, and immediately, the possibility of

another world begins to become apparent to him and the sicker he

is, the greater the number of contacts with the other world so that

when man dies completely he directly passes into this other world.'*^

A passage in an unpublished article of 1877 indicates that this idea retained

the interest of the writer. In it he linked the gift of prophecy to diseased

stares of mind\‘'^ Obviously the state of mind prior to the committal of sui-

cide could be classified as a diseased state of mind! This would apply to

Svidrigailov as much as to the Ridiculous Man (not to mention other

Dostoevskian characters!). The question of a “link to other worlds” through

intuition and the subconscious in an abnormal state of mind is connected

44 PSS, XXII, 369.

45. Literaturnoe nasledsWo. 86, pp. 67-73.
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with spiritism, but also the question of the status of these “other worlds” and

their place in the universe. In other words, it touches on the above-mentioned

question of a “plurality of inhabited worlds”.

In the above-mentioned article of 1877, Dostoevsky gave a very positive

evaluation of Swedenbc>rg’s book nebesakh, mire dukhov, i ob ade (=

About the Heavens, the Spirit World, and about Hell), which had been trans-

lated by Aksakov in 1863 and was in Dostoevsky’s library. Nevertheless, he

classified it as a “fruit of a morbid hallucination,” yet admired Swedenborg’s

prophetic gift and noted that his prophecies “are considered to be proved.”

Again he considers it a fact that a “diseased state of mind” (“boleznennost’

togo sostoianiia”; ib. p. 69) was a necessary prerequisite for the prophetic gift

(“prophecy is but a morbid condition of human nature”; ib. p. 69). And he

points to a “certain disease” which, he thinks, exists in Scotland and, he

says, is called “second sight” (“dvoinoe zrenie”).

Turning to the Ridiculous Man, we can say, indeed, that “the normal,

earthly order of the organism has been upset.” The continuation of the quota-

tion (see above) applies literally to the fate of the hero: when he died — if

only symbolically in his dream — he literally “passed over into another

world.” The details of this passage to life beyond death were borrowed by

Dostoevsky, so to say, from the- copious philosophical and scientific litera-

ture on the subject of a plurality of inhabited worlds, including a certain

amount of spiritist emphasis.

It is time to return to Dostoevsky’s poetics, the role of the five

“Wirkungsfaktoren” (H.-J. Gerigk), and the integrative function of topicality.

We could construct a three-tiered model containing the key not only to the

unexplained aspects of The Dream, but also for other texts by Dostoevsky.

His poetics required the integration of the particulars of plot, character, and

idea on three levels: 1. the personal level (referring to all those areas of inter-

est in the writer’s life that held his attention for a protracted period of time or

events that had left a deep imprint on his mind; his cherished hopes and

fears); 2. the level of social reality (referring to public life and, in particular,

to events which the writer considered typical of his time and age, which also

contained some “sensationalist” aspect related to what we called

“Wirkungsfaktoren” (see above); and 3. the philosophical level (religious,

metaphysical an ethical concepts close to the writer’s heart, which were not

subject to doubt and served as the main pillars of his Weltanschauung). A
topical (and “sensational”) event, we might say, excited Dostoevsky’s inter-

est, when it “actualized” some trend of thought or area of intellectual curios-

ity which had been part of his life before and, simultaneously, lent itself to

philosophical speculation, i.e. could be utilized to communicate to the reader

a certain philosophic and/or religious “message” (in literary disguise, to be
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sure). Topicality in this sense caters to the average reader’s inclination to-

wards sensationalism (i.c., it could be relied upon to promote the sale of the

text), and it provides the author with suitable literary' subject-matter enabling

him to pass Judgment, as it were, on important issues of the day basing him-

self on his most cherished philosophical and religious ideas. The three levels

must be integrated by some actual event of more than passing interest. In

case of The Dream, this was provided by the discussion of spiritism in

Russian public opinion in the middle seventies. The aforementioned com-

mission headed by Professor D. I. Mendeleev, charged with the task of inves-

tigating the claims of spiritists to establishing contact with the spirits of the

deceased, had excited much public interest and discussion. As far as

Dostoevsky is concerned, this discussion actualized his longstanding interest

in abnonnal states of mind leading to contact with a reality beyond reality

and exposing the individual to influences from a transcendent realm.'** This

was intimately connected with the age-long discussion of the plurality of in-

habited worlds, of which Dostoevsky must have been aware since the early

sixties. The books by Strakhov, Aksakov and others, which Dostoevsky read

in the early seventies in connection with the general increase in interest in

spiritism, were a further contributing factor. We can conclude that the integra-

tion of the sensationalist aspects of spiritism with certain trends of

Dostoevsky’s thought in the sixties and seventies provided the frame for his

underlying intention of promoting his utopian vision of a future society

based on a renewed religious ethic. Thus it is not difficult to perceive the or-

ganizing function of topicality, in the Dostoevskian understanding of t'ne

term, in the poetics of The Dream of a Ridiculous Man. Dostoevsky cer-

tainly did not want to propagandize spiritist teachings, as shown above, and

was careful to avoid overt mention of spiritist claims, rather referring

obliquely — witness the Ridiculous Man’s “strange notion” — to the more

respectable discussion of a plurality of inhabited worlds. He could be sure

that such references would catch the eye of those who followed with interest

the debates on spiritist phenomena.

University of Klagenfurt

46. Note that Ruskol’nikov experiences the true, metaphysical dimensions of his crime in

a “diseased state of mind.” This is true of several heroes in Dostoevsky’s works.
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Dostoevsky Studies, 1. No. 2 (1993), 247-63.

Louis Breger. Dostoevsky: The Author as Psychoanalyst. New York: New York

University Press, 1989. 295 pp.

In this interesting monograph, the author presents what he considers to be

the first truly psychoanalytical interpretation of Dostoevsky’s life and works,

based on the latest insights of contemporary psychoanalytical theory. Using

Meredith Skura’s The Literary Use of the Psychoanalytic Process as a model,

Breger views literature much as a psychoanalyst views dreams, as forms whose

essence one appreciates only through interpretation, through stripping away the

layers of manifest plot and arriving at the latent content. Each novel is seen as a

main dream (and its subplots as ancillary dreams), all waiting for the psychoana-

lyst to unravel. But Breger is not a literary critic using psychoanalytic techniques

to reveal the still latent content of Dostoevsky’s fiction; for the dream (that is,

the fiction) is not the real subject of Breger’s enterprise, but Dostoevsky as pa-

tient, and as Breger claims, as psychoanalyst. Just as it is impossible to separate

the dream from the dreamer in psychoanalysis, where dreams are primarily tools

of therapy, it is also impossible really to separate Dostoevsky from his fiction.

Dostoevsky’s works, Breger argues, are essentially his dreams, and thus if we are

to understand Dostoevsky as a man we must resort to his works. Conversely, it is

implied that we may also understand the works better by understanding the man
who wrote them.

Perhaps the most intriguing aspect of Breger’s approach is the way he con-

ceives this relationship between dream and dreamer, work and author. He sees

Dostoevsky not only as an object of study, but as a unique psychoanalyst who,

by distancing himself from himself in his artistic works, succeeded in performing

the most penetrating—and salvific—psychoanalysis on himself. The fiction,

then, is much more than a puzzle to be interpreted, it is both a representation of

the author’s most central conflicts and his resolution of those conflicts; that is, a

sort of self-administered psychotherapy. But Breger goes much further than stat-

ing that Dostoevsky records his emotional conflicts in his fiction primarily as a

means of resolving them for real life. He implies that Dostoevsky—uncon-

sciously, of course—created conflictful situations in order to have to write him-

self out of them, almost as though it was his art that motivated the conflicts and

not the conflicts the art. Such a view may seem to undercut the idea of art as ther-

apy, since therapy becomes the end and not the means—yet Breger seems to want

to have it both ways. This idea is apparent, for example, in Breger’s interpretation

of Dostoevsky’s epilepsy, in which Breger sees a strong causal—rather than a

Freudian reactive—component. Dostoevsky, according to Breger, would often

bring on, unconsciously, an epileptic attack in order to achieve a certain definite

aim, such as testing the love of his wives. If Dostoevsky could use epilepsy to

this end, then it becomes quite plausible that, among other things, he might gam-

ble away his last kopeck in order to provide the plot and emotional conflicts of a

novel like the Gambler.

What is most intriguing and suspect about this “artistic process’’ is that, in

Breger’s representation at least, it worked almost too well. Dostoevsky’s life
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turns out to be a complete success story; for Dostoevsky as patient, as psychoan-

alyst. and as writer. The epileptic attacks told Dostoevsky from the very begin-

ning (it was not accidental that he had severe epileptic attacks in the daytime at

the beginning of each marriage) who was going to prove to be an unaccepting

wife (Isaeva) and who an all forgiving and loving one (Anna Grigor’evna). With

each new work, Dostoevsky was able to resolve part, or all, of one serious conflict

after another, so that by the end of his life, he had not only written brilliant works

abotit his turbulent emotional life, but had managed to resolve virtually all his

most serious psychological problems. One wonders what would--or could

—

Dostoevsky have written had he lived the twenty or so more years of which he so

passionately dreamed. But this is not all. Dostoevsky accomplishes all this in a

progressive fashion, resolving the more primitive problems in his early works

(usually having to do with women: mothers and sisters) and the more complex

and mature conflicts in the later works (having to do with men; fathers and bro-

thers). Breger contrasts, in favor of the later works, the more maternal concerns of

Crime and Punishment with the more paternal concerns of The Brothers

Karamazov —d view which seems to reverse the priorities of contemporary psy-

choanalytical theory.

Into this conceptional framework are interwoven more traditional elements

of biography, literary criticism, and psychoanalytic interpretation. Since the au-

dience of the book is a general one, Breger devotes large sections of the text to

summarizing the major events of Dostoevsky’s life and the critical literature on

the major fiction. The reader more familiar with Dostoevsky’s life and works and

the critical literature on them, will, of course, be looking more closely at the fruits

of Breger’s psychoanalytical approach; his new insights into Dostoevsky’s biog-

raphy and fiction (Breger dismisses the nonfictional work), and their interrela-

tion. Because so many biographies of late, especially of literary figures, have re-

lied heavily on psychoanalytical models, it might not be immediately obvious to

the reader just what constitutes the distinguishing aspects of Breger’s psychoan-

alytic approach. Breger implies that his work avoids the errors of the older psy-

choanalylieal interpretations—he cites Elizabeth Dalton’s work on The Idiot, for

example—with their “formulaic reductionism,” symbol hunting, and overdepen-

dence on “the primal scene, oedipal dynamics, and the castration complex’’ t281-

82). On the other hand, almost all of problems and conflicts that Dostoevsky

dramatizes in his fiction arc, as we might expect from a psychoanalytical ap-

proach, traced back to early childhood, in particular to Dostoevsky’s relations

with his mother, father, and siblings.

Although Breger at times likes to imagine Dostoevsky as having many

selves, all of which Dostoevsky could, when necessary, incorporate into his novel

experiments in self-therapy, Breger, for the most part, sees Dostoevsky as contin-

ually vacillating between two basic selves, one identified with his mother and the

other with his father. The image of the mother, the clearer and more well-devel-

oped of the two, is nevertheless a more divided one (“a split object”), for it incor-

porates boih a loving, accepting, and nurturing mother as well as a depriving and

rejecting one. The depriving mother in Dostoevsky’s own life was the mother who
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began to devote more attention to Dostoevsky’s younger siblings and left him all

alone when she died when Dostoevsky was fifteen. The guilt-dealing and reject-

ing mothers of Crime and Punishment (Raskol’nikov’s mother, Katerina

Ivanovna, and his landlady) are thus not surprisingly the object of Dostoevsky’s

(Raskol’nikov’s) rage, whereas the accepting and loving mother (in the person of

Sonia) is the object of almost two-dimensional idealization. This latter loving

self IS, in addition, an essential part of Dostoevsky himself, a self which he tried

to recapture in both females figures like Sonia and male figures like Prince

Myshkin and Alesha Karamazov. In fact, all the positive characters in

Dostoevsky’s works (and life) are related to this loving and accepting female fig-

ure, from the Raskol’nikov who in his dream feels compassion for the beaten

horse to the Dresden Madonna and Madame Fonvizina. When Dostoevsky wants

to idealize the Russian people, as in “The Peasant Marei” he tends to turn the

rage-filled Russian peasant (the same peasant, for example, who beats the horse in

Raskol’nikov’s dream), into a loving mother. Dostoevsky’s marriages are all at-

tempts to repossess his mother, thus the failure of his marriage to Mariia

Dmitrievna Isaeva and the success of his marriage to Anna Grigor’evna Snitkina.

Dostoevsky’s religion is maternal, too: it sees “the loss of self as blissful merger,

a return to mother-infant, preseparation, preambi valent oneness” (189). His one-

sided idealization of Pushkin was actually a displacement of his love for his

mother, whose death coincided with that of the poet.

The father image is much less well developed perhaps because, as Breger ar-

gues, it was the image that Dostoevsky most experimented with in the last novels.

It seems to be the repository of Dostoevsky’s rage, a punishing figure associated

with the superego. But there are also important similarities in character between

father and son. “(T)hey were both moody, irritable, and pione to hypochondria, at

times violently jealous, sensitive to social slights, and in need of a young wife to

idolize and care for them" (87). But even more important, Dostoevsky’s father was

a figure against which Dostoevsky rebelled and by so doing achieved liberation

for himself Dostoevsky’s gambling, his undisciplined bohemianism, his hatred

of order, rationalism, materialism, and tyranny all are manifestations of his rebel-

lion again his strong, rational, goal-directed, practical, and tyrannical father. If

Dostoevsky’s mother was at once, in Dostoevsky’s unconscious, wicked witch

and good fairy, it is not difficult to imagine Dostoevsky’s problems with this

“child-abusing” father.

If one wants to see the mature Dostoevsky as a person who is continually and

primarily working out childhood conflicts in his adult relationships and his fic-

tion, then one will read Breger with interest and profit. One may accept, then,

Dunia’s relationship with Raskol’nikov as a resetting of Dostoevsky’s incestu-

ous desires for one of his sisters (Varvara) pursued by an older man, Karepin (the

Luzhin episode), and Dostoevsky’s attraction to Mariia Dmitrievna as motivated

by an attempt to repossess his mother, who was also named “Mariia” and had suf-

fered from tuberculosis. Breger makes much less of the seemingly most traumatic

events in Dostoevsky’s life, such as the mock execution, the death of his father

(rumored to have been killed by serfs), and Dostoevsky’s harrowing experience in
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prison in Siberia. Since Bregcr sees Dostoevsky’s personality, and the relation-

ship witli his father, as essentially laid down in early childhood, the news of his

father’s death could not have had, argues Breger„ a significant effect on

Dostoevsky. If anything it probably resulted in liberation. In Siberia,

Dostoevsky’s seizures actually abated because the punishment by the tsar-father

replaced the internal punishment of the superego (239-40). It seems at times

whatever position Brcger takes a psychoanalytical answer is ready at hand.

Although the discussion of epilepsy in the appendix is quite interesting, even in

light of Rice’s work, one may have reservations about Breger’s psychoanalytical

interpretation of some of Dostoevsky’s attacks as ways of testing the love of his

young wives. Smerdiakov is used as proof of this thesis. “By showing how
Smerdyakov uses his disease for manipulative and selfish ends, Dostoevsky con-

fronts the same tendency in himself’ (251). But Breger does not attempt to ex-

plain why there were fewer attacks when Dostoevsky was courting Suslova, who
caused Dostoevsky far more emotional stress and needed far more “manipulation”

than Anna Grigor’evna. Yet if one is looking for psychological motivations for

Myshkin’s epileptic attack at the Epanchin’s in The Idiot, one cannot completely

dismiss Breger’s hypothesis out of hand.

Most of the interpretations of the fiction works are actually summaries of the

well known critical literature on Dostoevsky in English. Breger’s greatest success

is with Crime and Punishment, which he sees in terms of female-splitting; that is,

the division of the women characters into good fairies and bad witches. Others,

however, have treated the maternal theme in Crime and Punishment from a psy-

choanalytical point of view in even greater detail and perhaps even more imagina-

tively (Snodgrass, Wasiolek, Kiremidjian).

riie most disappointing aspect of Breger’s work is the short shrift given to

the later works. Breger emphasizes .several times that the later works, the works af-

ter Crime and Punishment, are the most interesting, mature, and complex from a

psychoanalytical point of view. Whereas Crime and Punishment is devoted

merely to overcoming the “mother problem,” the later works wrestle with the more

difficult problem of the relationship of fathers and sons and the construction of

male identity. But Breger writes more on Crime and Punishment than these later

works combined. Towards the end of his monograph, he must excuse himself for

having no space for what was built up as the most psychoanalytically interesting

part of Dostoevsky’s opus. “I have no intention of attempting an analysis of all

these works here; to do so would double the length of this book. I wish, rather, to

offer some brief comments on the later novels, comments that will place them in

the scheme of Dostoevsky’s development” (219). Must we wait for the next book

in which the work of psychoanalysis really begins? Despite this obvious and se-

rious shortcoming—and a good deal of repetitiousness—all who are interested in

Dostoevsky’s life and works will find a great deal that is stimulating and reward-

ing in Breger’s monograph. Whatever reservations one may have about Breger’s

approaches, his perceptions are often fresh and provocative—and that alone

makes his book worth-while reading for all scholars of Dostoevsky.

Gary Rosenshield University of Wisconsin-Madison
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Malcolm V. Jones. Dostoyevsky After Bakhtin: Readings in Dostoyevsky's

Fantastic Realism. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990. xvii, 221

pp.

Malcolm Jones — much like Robert Louis Jackson among American

Slavists, or the young George Steiner of Tolstoy or Dostoevsky — does theory in

a wonderfully engaging way. He has no fear of re-asking the huge questions and

feels no need to lower any a priori grids (what doesn't fit, doesn't fit: leave it there

all the same); he has a commitment to common sense that would take the breath

away of any fresh American Ph.D. on the job market in English or Comparative

Literature; and as a literary critic he sticks so close to the text, so relishes

retelling even a basic plot, that you can still taste the real thing. As I will suggest

below, such an approach has its problems and pitfalls, the oppKJsite of those that

mar structuralist and ideological readings in extremis. But with his method Jones

does generate a mass of new dilemmas — and, after he has done his work on a lit-

erary text, it is still intact. 'Those two modest goals alone, applied to any great

writer, would promise a very good book.

In his introduction Jones marks out several big areas of inquiry, which he is

then careful to keep in view throughout his chapters devoted to individual works.

First, how might Dostoevsky be read as a precursor to modernism or postmod-

ernism? Can Bakhtin's sensible, down-to-earth principle of dialogue — which

Jones considers the most resilient paradigm for reading Dostoevsky to have

emerged from the twentieth century — be linked with Dostoevsky's "fantastic re-

alism," however variously defined? (Jones himself offers several definitions,

drawing on Gothic imagery, narrative discontinuity, psychology in general and

the Freudian arsenal of psychoanalytic hypotheses in particular; with the latter,

one is relieved to note, Jones works in a creative and sympathetic way, filtering

the silly and simplistic from the genuinely sound.) And finally, Jones obliquely

takes up a topic that has come to occupy several experienced Bakhtin hands, in-

cluding myself, who are increasingly intrigued by those aspects of Dostoevsky's

genius that Bakhtin — in his passionate commitment to a certain vision of lan-

guage — simply could not see. Jones is more circumspect than my summary of

him here suggests. But underlying his varied conclusions we sense this sturdy

critique: that for all its subtlety about the workings of words, Bakhtin's analysis

of character in Dostoevsky is deficient. And it is deficient precisely in a "theory

of emotional interaction of a kind which some types of modem psychology can

quite easily provide" (26). Without more rigorous attention to strictly emotional

life, Jones claims, "it is not possible to do justice to Dostoevsky or to realize the

full potential of Bakhtin's reading of him" (27).

The thesis is a good one, but Jones is too kind. For I think it is fair to say

that Bakhtin set out quite deliberately to exclude from his reading of Dostoevsky

much of the "full potential" that Jones strives to recapture — curiously enough,

through what Jones appears at first to consider a mere innocent supplement. "An

account of Dostoyevsky which does not do full justice to the forces of violence,

the unconscious, mystery, miracle and authority . . . looks doomed to one-sided-
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ness." Indeed. But Bakhtin is hardly innocent here. After all, he had pounced ea-

gerly on Dostoevsky's claim "I am no psychologist," and he sought to demon-

strate throughout Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics that the realms routinely ex-

plored by "modern psychology" do not need to be invoked, as long as we have the

miracle of the spoken word. Jones would restore those other sides that Bakhtin's

"onesidedness" leaves out, and he would do so, it seems, by "extending

(Bakhtin'sl theory" (193). But Bakhtin himself — an "enlightener" and pragmatist

in matters of the human spirit — is a most uncertain ally in this task.

Jones's own approach is a mix of juxtaposition, extension, and close read-

ing. lie often begins by taking on a previous strong critic; among those he uses

most creatively are Bakhtin, Robin Feuer Miller, and Nina Perlina, three scholars

whose work structures whole chapters (although he also relies, to a lesser extent,

upon R. D. Laing, H. F. Searles, Gerard Genette and Michael Edwards). Where those

predecessors organize their analyses around translucent formal structures or

questions of narratology, Jones adds a darker layer of psychology, usually

Freudian in inspiration. And it is here that the Bakhtinian trace, which Jones de-

sires to extend, in fact begins to fade full away. For what is it so double-edged (as

Dostoevsky would say) about psychology, and why does Bakhtin give "the psy-

chology of emotional interaction" such wide berth? Dialogism or double-voiced

discourse, which under stress is quite able to prompt a sensitive soul to murder,

or to call up devils, or to collapse in hopeless underground tautologies, neverthe-

less usually works to stitch an individual into the socium (or simply in to the

Other) and thus to stabilize him or her, at least for a time, in the real world of fresh

options and new information. That same sense of doubled-ness, however, when

registered on an inner and perhaps wordless emotional plane, can be extremely

destabilizing to integrity. A threshold situation, Jones suggests, is less a choice

brought about by conversation with oneself (however prolonged and tormented)

than it is a violent oscillation, or even a Freudian compulsion. Bakhtinian dia-

logue brightens and brings to the surface; fantastic realism, in contrast, is always

a strategy to darken and deepen the world.

In Part One, The Underground," Jones rethinks The Double and Notes from

Underground from the perspective of emotional interaction thus understood.

What motivates the psychology of the texts? What is the "idea" that Dostoevsky

considered so vital, even if he realized it poorly? Setting aside as partial and sec-

ondary such explanations as the uncanny, the dynamics of social rejection, liter-

ary parody, and schizophrenia, Jones (here as elsewhere a close reader of Robin

Feuer Miller) settles on reader anxiety. It exfoliates differently in the two works.

In The Double, this anxiety is the result of the reader being denied any firm refer-

ence point from which to read the tale; Goliadkin's problems about reality be-

come the reader's (47). Jones calibrates Goliadkin's progression through sole-

cism, disconfirmation, the threshold (and accompanying abyss), and finally the

uncanny, in a "postmodernist slide into insanity" (54). (One can hardly argue with

the slide, although it's hard to see what is postmodern about it: we see much the

same sequence in Euripides, King Lear, and Akhmatova's "Requiem.") In Notes

from Underground the anxiety comes in the shape of a double bind: the under-
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ground man assumes that the reader will mock and abuse him, and indeed we are

invited to do so; but "if we wish to continue reading we have to accept a defini-

tion of ourselves which we probably . . . find uncomfortable and would wish to

argue about. . . . [but] as readers we are doomed to silence" (60).

In developing these interpretations, Jones flirts with deconstruction. Not, to

be sure, in terms of the reductive formulae that have made so much pap out of

masterpieces or, preemptively, out of potentially interesting art. What interests

Jones is the spirit that lies "close to the heart of deconstructionist critics; the

tendency of any holistic text, or ideology, to contain the seeds of its own undo-

ing and reversal" (63). This, it turns out, is not as banal as it sounds. And here I

will attempt to make explicit what 1 see as Jones's thesis, although nowhere does

he abstract it so nakedly. Jones considers Dostoevsky's dreamers and under-

ground dwellers to be "prisoners of intertextuality" (65). But their incarceration is

not merely — in fact, not primarily — a matter of their incessant quotation of

others' texts, because intertextuality is not, as Jones uses the term, coterminous

with dialogue or polyphony. Texts don't talk; human beings do. When for some

reason the latter activity (talking with live human beings) becomes painful or

impossible, we begin the surrogate activity of carving up and recombining other

people's texts. To this monologic, sterile intertextuality Jones opposes "intersub-

jectivity," that is, genuine live interaction. It takes a great deal of risk and hard

work. The Underground Man cannot manage it, and for much of his novelistic life,

neither can Raskolnikov. We are now arrived at the second part.

Part Two, "Driving People Crazy," contains chapters on Crime and

Punishment ("driving other people crazy "). The Devils ("driving society crazy"),

and The Idiot ("driving the reader crazy"). As we see, Jones gets maximum mileage

out of this verb — but to my mind. Part Two is the most static and porous section

of the book. The problem comes with craziness itself. Being driven crazy can be

highly fantastic as well as highly realistic, but it need be neither aesthetic nor

artistic. Jones never demonstrates (at least to my satisfaction) how these tremen-

dously charged emotional interactions, and the chaos that is their wake, succeed

as literary art. Crime and Punishment, with its exquisite construction, hardly re-

quires a defense. But the other two baggier novels have indeed raised such ques-

tions. On The Devils Jones has some apt and interesting things to say about why

Dostoevskian scandals are not Bakhtinian carnival — but not enough on what

they in fact are, nor on the real medieval demonism that underlies their terrifying

theater (for a splendid corrective to Jones in exactly this area, see Harriet Murav"s

Holy Foolishness: Dostoevsky's Novels and the Poetics of Cultural Critique

[Stanford: Stanford Univ. Press, 1992] ). Jones on The Idiot is excellent. But

much of the excellence is due to a very high-quality starting point: Robin Feuer

Miller"s Dostoevsky and The Idiot , a book that Jones so utterly and appropriately

admires that his own chapter risks to read like a mere gloss on it. He extends

Miller's conclusions in a way characteristic of his interstitching critical method;

enthusiastically confirming her four narrators, he gives each of them a chrono-

tope and then psychologizes the whole. En route, Jones makes some wonderful

points about Myshkin's initially inspired. Biblically based storytelling, a skill
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that is gradually eroded as the narrator(s) lose the ability to transmit stories alto-

gether. (Although the reader is not, I would venture to say, positively driven

crazy by this erosion, we are certainly mightily put off and disoriented.) The pel-

lucid focus that returns at the end of the novel, with the Pieta over Nastasia

Filippovna's body and the collapse of Myshkin into mental twilight, could only

be the gift of an omniscient narrator who has been freed of the protagonists' crip-

pled perspectives. But Jones stresses that this final narrator is not only freed for

objective external viewing; he is also detached from any emotional relationship

to the tragedy he relates. Does this distancing reconcile us to the gruesome de-

nouement, or further unhinge us?

Part Three, "Chinese Whispers," is a rich, not entirely tidy melange of in-

sights and revisions. In chapter 7, Jones conducts a Proppian-style inquiry into

"chains of episodes" in Dostoevsky; specifically, how the Marion episode in

Rousseau's Confessions resonates throughout several novels, never present in all

its particulars but recognizable, with displacement and condensation, as the same

story. The chapter on The Brothers Karamazov is a real tour de force. It begins

with a thorough appreciation of Hina Perlina's book on the poetics of quotation

in Dostoevsky's last novel, a scholarly work that clearly agitates Jones a good

deal. For Perlina's thesis — that the Bible and its authoritative word are unam-

biguously affirmed in Karamazov — strikes him as indisputable, and yet some-

how insufficient. To supplement Perlina's quasi-Bakhtinian reading of "ascend-

ing and descending hierarchies of voices," Jones brings his own, the idea that

three myths compete for supremacy in the novel (the Christian myth, Ivan's Grand

Inquisitor myth, and Freud's parricide myth). Each can ironize the other, and none

can keep a secure foothold for long. Especially impressive here is Jones's analy-

sis of the inconsistencies and suppressions of the biblical Three Temptations in

the Inquisitor's paraphrase of them — a necessary corrective, for that monologue

so batters us with its eloquence that we are accustomed to swallowing it whole.

In his conclusion, Jones delivers his final verdict on Bakhtin as dosto-

evskoved. Bakhtin sees and hears a huge amount in Dostoevsky, Jones avers, but

his reluctance to take on the voices of mystery, miracle and authority constitutes

a serious flaw (and one justification for Jones's own volume). In the interests of

providing an "emotionally invested heteroglossia," Jones gives us capsule de-

scriptions of these three voices.

This is all necessary and proper. But in his pursuit of "fantastic realism" and

in his attempt to restore Dostoevsky's "cult of romantic intensity" (7), I wish

Jones had pushed his revisionism further. "Bakhtin regarded unconscious emo-

tions, together with the principles of authority, miracle and mystery, as baleful,

external coercive forces," Jones writes (193). It is not just unconscious emotions

that make Bakhtin uneasy, however. As intimated in the beginning of this review,

Bakhtin skirts the psychology of emotions in general. Even his theory of love,

well-developed in his ethical writings from the early 1920s, is ultimately a cogni-

tive, not an erotic or an emotional, construct. (Through Jones's lens, how very

compatible with Tolstoi does Bakhtin appear.) In short, Bakhtin's lack of sympa-

thy for Freud and for finalizing, hydraulic-driven states of mind — in fact, for any
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non-negotiable condition not open to dialogic intervention — is no accident. At

times Jones seems quixotic in his insistence that this aspect of Bakhtin's thought

need only be softened or supplemented to let the whole truth in. Quite another

lesson might be learned from Dostoyevsky after Bakhtin. With his tolerant and

eclectic mind, Jones helps us to see how much of Dostoevsky can slip away, even

under the hand of a master.

Caryl Emerson Princeton University

W. J. Leatherbarrow. Fyodor Dostoyevsky: The Brothers Karamazov. Cambridge;

Cambridge University Press, 1992. 115 pages.

Students and teachers of The Brothers Karamazov as well as Dostoevsky

scholars are in luck as both the Cambridge and Twayne series have produced (in

1992) two excellent, concise studies of Dostoevsky’s last novel; W. J.

Leatherbarrow’s study (reviewed here) and Robin Feuer Miller’s The Brothers

Karamazov: Worlds of the Novel (reviewed by Gary Saul Morson). 'The two are

remarkably different, yet complementary works. Leatherbarrow approaches the

novel thematically, while Miller approaches it structurally, yet he so keenly ap-

prehends structure and she thematics that they both, from different angles, em-

phasize the novel’s elaborate system of situational, as well as verbal, rhymes and

doublings which structures the novel while illustrating one of its central themes;

the interrelatedness of each to all.

Leatherbarrow’s chapter 1, “The background to the novel,” deftly encapsu-

lates the dominant intellectual trends that feed into the novel. From the outset,

Leatherbarrow displays mastery of his material and his ability to compress infor-

mation and make connections, as, for example, when he easily segues from the

Zasulich trial to regicide to the theme of parricide in the novel.

In chapter 2, “The novel,” Leatherbarrow divides his discussion into five

parts. In the opening section on “The family,” he starts by contrasting The

Brothers Karamazov to Tolstoy’s family novel, Anna Karenina, noting that a

concept of normality informs Tolstoy’s works and his poetic vision, which makes

his novels profoundly centripetal. Dostoevsky’s works, by contrast, exhibit his

moral and social view of a “fragmented, shifting, unstable and disordered” world,

and are thus deeply centrifugal. Leatherbarrow also observes that “The views ex-

pressed by Dostoyevsky in The Brothers Karamazov on the significance of the

family, the loss of a binding idea in contemporary life, the need for fathers to

transmit values to their children, the responsibilities of children to unite in filial

love for the preservation of their fathers, all accord with a distinctive philosophi-

cal system devised by the remarkable nineteenth-century Russian mystic,

Nikolay Fyodorov, whose ideas Dostoyevsky first encountered in 1876” (27-28).

Fedorov’s thought is not widely known, so Leatherbarrow’s two-page synopsis

aids those who want to investigate whether his thought influenced or merely con-

firmed Dostoevsky’s own.
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In “The fragmented licro,” Leatherbarrow argues that Dostoevsky continued

to construct his novels around a single character and single dramatic event (a

murder) in The Brothers Karamazov: “Taken together, the three brothers still per-

form the structural function of a single central hero, but separately they are de-

signed to illustrate the fragmentation of the individual into the three aspects that

make up his being: the mind, the body, and the soul” (30). While Leatherbarrow

warns that this metaphorical interpretation is only a partial one, he feels that the

concept of a fragmented hero illustrates Dostoevsky’s philosophy of man. He

also notes the metaphor’s debt to the Slavophile concept of “integral totality”

(tseinosT) (33) and probably to Solov’ev’s concept of the three kinds of human

knowledge: physical experience (Dmitrii), intellectual reason (Ivan) and intuitive

faith (Alesha) (46). If the brothers are all part of one “integral totality,” then all

are implicated in their father’s death, a variation on the novel’s theme of mutual

responsibility. Leatiierbarrow presents Smerdiakov as the character “designed ...

to enlarge the meaning of The Brothers Karamazov by leading us from the world

of the nineteenth-century realistic novel into that of myth. Smerdiakov haunts

both the novel and the minds of the brothers. He is their composite double, the

agent of the dark side of their natures, a pledge of their complicity in the murder

of their father. He stands before them like a hideously distorting mirror” (p. 38).

In “The quest for harmony,” Leatherbarrow observes that the three brothers

share a profound dualism: their chaotic Karamazov natures and “a capacity for

aesthetic rapture” (43). He also points out that all the brothers are linked by their

dreams, which serve as turning points for each.

In “Pro and contra,” Leatherbarrow identifies a “rich mythical seam in the

novel,” the Genesis account of the fall, which is evident in Ivan’s desire to know

the ways of God for himself, Dmitrii’s self-conscious sense of bodily shame, and

Alesha’s yielding to temptation from a failure of faith. This embedding of

Biblical motifs in the novel “helps to introduce the novel’s main philosophical

pivot: the confrontation between earthly and divine concepts of Justice and or-

der.” He observes that “All three Karamazov brothers display a sustained preoc-

cupation with the questions of justice and order” (61). Ivan’s view, first articu-

lated in Zosima’s cell, in the discussion of his article, is fleshed out in his poem

“The Grand Inquisitor.” This account of Christ’s temptations, furthermore, paral-

lels those faced by the three brothers: Dmitrii initially tries to live by bread

alone; Alesha temporarily loses faith, wanting a miracle; and Ivan longs for an

earthly authority.

Leatherbarrow also questions whether Dostoevsky succeeded in refuting his

“Pro and Contra” chapter with his “A Russian Monk” chapter. He asks whether the

“non-Euclidean” answer to Ivan’s Euclidean arguments, Alesha’s account of

Zosima’s life and teachings, can fit into an analytical, psychological novel. He

then points out that while “A Russian Monk” violates the novel’s integrity by

“its genre, narrative structure and moral didacticism,” it does not vitiate the nov-

el’s architectural design; “Through the devices of character echoing and situa-

tional rhyme it is in fact skilfully keyed into the novel’s primary plot” (76). He

then skilfully demonstrates that the subdivisions of Zosima’s biography echo
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the brothers’ lives and that Zosima’s teachings “at times do seem to be a point-

by-point refutation of Ivan’s arguments” (80). Thus, l^atherbarrow concludes, “A

Russian Monk” “is bound to the rest of The Brothers Karamazov, but it never re-

ally belongs” (80); it never satisfactorily answers Ivan’s arguments. “In this

novel, as in those which came before it, Dostoyevsky fails to rise, as perhaps he

must, to the challenge of incorporating the mystery of faith and salvation within

the limits of realistic art” (81).

In “A realist in a higher sense,” Leatherbarrow argues that Dostoevsky’s pur-

suit of a “higher realism” led him “to devise new novelistic forms, a whole aes-

thetics of uncertainty, to match the instability of the age they were designed to

depict” (83). He discusses the novel’s dramatic nature and demonstrates how The

Brothers Karamazov functions simultaneously on the mimetic and mythic levels

as Dostoevsky uses external details symbolically to disclose the inner, spiritual

world. He shows that Dostoevsky rhymes themes as well as situations. Finally,

following a lengthy discussion of Bakhtin’s theory, Leatherbarrow concludes

that pmlyphony as a narrative strategy “perfectly matches the disorder and diver-

sity at the hean of the novel’s thematic content,” but also that since Dostoevsky

eschews an authoritative narrative voice, “those voices articulating ideological

positions hostile to Dostoyevsky’s own are given the freedom to ensnare and

subvert themselves through their own inner dialogue ... and paradoxes.

Dostoyevsky’s authorial control of the work is thus asserted, but in an indirect or

'‘non-Euclidean’ form” (91).

Chapter 3, “The critical reception,” provides a necessarily brief description

of the novel’s reception first inside Russia and then its twentieth-century recep-

tion in the West and the Soviet Union. The “Guide to further reading” is likewise

brief, but helpful.

This excellent volume’s one shortcoming derives, I think, from its metaphor-

ical interpretation of the three brothers as an integral whole. Acceptance of this

reading leads to a view of Dmitrii as not only the physical brother, but also as the

inarticulate one. Here 1 agree rather with Robin Miller, who demonstrates that

Dmitrii is in fact a “narratively astute,” “self-conscious narrator.”

Deborah Martinsen Princeton University

Harriet Murav. Holy Foolishness: Dostoevsky' s Novels and the Poetics of

Cultural Critique. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992. 213 pp.

$35.00.

The tradition of the holy fool in Russian folklore is wide-ranging, some-

times opaque, and, in the poetic workshop of Dostoevsky’s major fiction, keenly

varied. Yet Harriet Murav ’s negotiating through the difficult, often contradictory

waters of this character's presence allows for new angles of vision on several fic-

tional figures that might not be so accessible otherwise. The historical context is

therefore crucial to any reader of Dostoevsky’s fiction.
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Miirav delves deeply into the hagiographie literature of Russian Orthodoxy

in a scholarly approach similar to that of Marcia Morris in her recent study.

Saints and Revolutionaries: The Ascetic Hero in Russian Literature (State

University of New York Press, 1993). She primarily focuses on Sonia Marmaiedov

(Crime and Punishment), Prince Myshkin (The Idiot), Maria Lebiadkina and

Semen Iakovlevich (The Devils), and Alesha Karamazov and Zosima (The Brothers

Karamazov). In the process she alternately agrees and takes issue with Bakhtin’s

concept of carnival and the place of the fool in Russian culture.

1 found particularly helpful the early chapter, delineating the history of the

holy fool from the fifteenth through the eighteenth, centuries, and offering the

reader one of the great authorities on this figure, A. M. Panchenko. Murav summa-

rizes Panchenko’s study of holy foolishness, one that includes “theatricality a

kind of medieval street theater that plays itself out against two opposing back-

grounds, rigid hierarchical pageantry of the official world . . . and the ‘laughter

culture’ of the folk world’’ (23).

The strength of the next section of the study lies in its revealing clearly how
the rise of the medical model in the eighteenth, and nineteenth, centuries began to

displace the holy fool into a category of pathology. “Normal’’ and “pathological,”

she writes, became the dominant metaphors of the human condition (36). Memory
itself, so crucial to Dostoevsky’s vision of a future world of harmony anchored

securely in its sacred iconic images of the past, of which the holy fool was often

an emblem, becomes here part of a new medical paradigm rooted in neurology.

Murav grasps well this shift from a sacred to a secular vision of the world, which,

she points out frequently, Dostoevsky was quick to take to task both in his fic-

tion and in many essays from Diary of a Writer. The soul of the holy fool is re-

duced in such an equation to a pathological self.

Perhaps nowhere does Dostoevsky attack the new science with such gusto, in

Murav’s view, than in Crime and Punishment. Here her study gathers momentum

in what she discovers about language itself and the relation of articulation and

inarticulation, especially in the holy fool of Sonia. Murav’s close reading of

Sonia’s stuttering, Raskol’nikov’s own inarticulateness, especially when he goes

to the police station to confess his crime, and finally Sonia’s articulation by heart

of the raising of Lazarus, provides some of the best insights of this study.

Her reading of Prince Myshkin in the next chapter is a full one, for Murav of-

fers many subtle shadings of interpretation of this enigmatic Prince. She reveals

how the figure of the holy fool in Dostoevsky is susceptible of many gradations,

even blatant contradictions. Her study offers a fair summary of many points of

view on this figure and reveals that there is in Dostoevsky the figure of a destruc-

tive fool as well as holy fools. Interpretations of Prince Myshkin have gone to

both sides of this fence, for Myshkin’s epilepsy invites a reading of him as dis-

eased as well as holy. The only qualification I would make here is that Murav’s

reading of Myshkin through the lense of the holy fool becomes too strained. It

was in this chapter that I felt her excessive concern with a figure in Dostoevsky’s

fiction occluding her discussion of the action of the novel to apprehend its po-

etic form. I do, however, agree with her larger concern, namely that The Idiot is not



Book Reviews 259

an artistic failure (97), but that it demands from the reader a more active and

deeper interpretation than do other fictional works.

The Devils, she then goes on to illustrate, is much more politically based

than the other novels. Yet as a chronicle of political ideologies clashing, this

work, she writes, “suggests that all forms of civic life are riddled with the de-

monic” (121). However, and this is the tenet the figure of the holy fool continu-

ally brings us back to, the novel reveals, for Murav, “an interpretation of Russian

history that Dosteovsky seeks to privilege: ... [that] the demonic chaos of secular

events is incorporated into a divinely intentioned sacred history” (121). And it is

this idea of sacred history that she interrogates in The Brothers Karamazov.

The holy fool, in the figures of Alesha Karamazov and Father Zosima, is the

key, according to Murav, to the hoped-for genera! redemption of the people; thus

in the novel the holy fool moves from “periphery to center” (127). What the holy

fool represents and may even make possible in Dostoevsky’s last work, Murav

believes, is a kind of “collective redemption,” especially since she believes the

author’s intention is not just for us to read the work, but actually to pattern our

lives after it.

I find particularly engaging two ideas in this long chapter; 1. Murav’s ex-

tended use of John Frececero’s study, Dante: The Poetics of Conversion to make

several fine connections between Dante the poet-pilgrim’s journey through

Inferno, in order for her to interrogate the actions of recapitulation and repetition;

and 2. her return to two essential themes in Dostoevsky’s poetic imagination;

language and memory. She reads this work sensitively, especially as a work that

is “informed by an iconic model of history” (153).

Finally, Murav’s study candidly admits that Dostoevsky’s own vision was

open-ended, though it may be complete. In her last observations she renders him

a comic poet, although she does not use the term explicitly, for he certainly de-

fends a theology of resurrection. Her study therefore serves any reader of

Dostoevsky who is concerned with the cultural impact of literary creations.

Dennis Patrick Slattery Incarnate Word College

N. M. Lary. Dostoevsky and Soviet Film: Visions of Demonic Realism. Ithaca and

London: Cornell University Press, 1986. 279 pp. $29.95.

Nikita M. Lary’s purpose in this well-written monograph is to elaborate the

screen interpretation of Dostoevsky’s work in the political-artistic cauldron that

was the Soviet film industry. The book is divided into four parts encased in a

preface and conclusion. Part 1 surveys the prehistory of Dostoevsky in film before

the Soviet era as well as the theoretical underpinnings brought to film by

Shklovskii (Formalist-montage principles), Roshal’ (Socialist Realist myth) and

Ermler (the Party line welded to celluloid). Part II deals with two very different

artistic consciousnesses in struggle with or in thrall to imposed ideology;

Eisenstein and Ivan Pyrev. Part III of Lary’s admirable volume describes what he
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calls “voices," or directors, such as Kozintsev and Koiidzhanov, who achieved

originality of interpretation while reaching for the truth of Dostoevsky’s art. The

final section is a retrospective of Kozintsev’s contribution to filmic art.

Two onrushing historical trains confronted the would-be interpreter of

Dostoevsky in film in the early 1930s; the advent of sound and the ossiTication

of official policy. Professor Lary describes the curtailing of Eisenstein’s,

Pudovkin’s and Aleksandrov’s experiments with non-synchronous sound and

Shkiovskii’s work on the script for House of the Dead at a time when conformist

artists and critics were alacking the Formalists in general and Dostoevsky in par-

ticular. The account here of Shkiovskii’s attempts to apply Formalist principles,

montage and the ideas about the wedding of sound to visual images is most in-

formative. Here as elsewhere in the book Lary first gives the theoretical and ideo-

logical underpinnings behind a particular film artist’s work and then moves for-

ward to the actualization of those ideas in films attempted or made.

The account of the work of Roshal’ (stylized projection of nationalistic and

revolutionary myths in Petersburg Night), and Ermler (politically correct drama-

tization of the current Party line in The Demons) is taut and telling. There is some-

thing here for a wide range of readers, from political to cultural to literary history

with a sprinkling of sharp aperçus on the films themselves. Lary appears to as-

sume that his readers are unfamiliar to an extent with Dostoevsky’s work and with

much in the history of Soviet film. This explains why he summarizes the plot

lines of many films, compares them to the original Dostoevsky fictions and then

Judges them in terms of how well the finished products fulfilled a given film

artist’s intentions.

An account of the contrasting personalities and artistic interpretations of

Eisenstein and Pyrev comprises the center of Lary’s book. Dostoevsky in film is

offered as a litmus test for the achievements of these directors as they struggled

with or surrendered to Soviet film ideology, expressed in such films as The Idiot

and The Brothers Karamazov. Eisenstein the experimenter in the use of laguage

as gesture and image as artistic principle is contrasted to Pyrev for whom “(Aj

Dostoevsky film amounted to reducing the chosen novel to a series of set dra-

matic scenes, which would then individually receive ‘cinematic’ treatment.” We
leam how Eisenstein rejected such an easy path through an interplay of theory

and practice that led to his use of “montage, mise-en-scene and mise-en-shot.”

Such experimentation eventually resulted in his elaboration in film of object as

metaphor and the deployment there of polyphony, metonymy and concepts of

fugue.

Lary pauses admiringly at Eisenslein’s use of subtle metonymic connections

and a candle in Ivan the Terrible. Part II as a “multivalent metaphor of redemp-

tion,” but moves on eagerly to the 1960s, a period of greater tolerance for creative

integrity and the beginnings of the application of Bakhtinian princples in Soviet

film. Lev Kulidzhanov’s Crime and Punishment (1970) is given special attention

with its great performance by Smokhtunovskii as Porfirii and its emphasis on

characters as fragmented voice-parts of the underlying hero-idea-concept,

Raskol'nikov. In the words of Maia Bulgakova, the other characters were “like



Book Reviews 261

fragments in a broken mirror.. .[and] if they were gathered together it would be

possible to see Raskol’nikov in this mirror."

Part IV is devoted to Grigorii Kozintsev (1905-1973). His roots as a founder

of Soviet film, his creation of FEKS, his collaboration with Trauberg and his work

on Gogol ”s The Overcoat are traced. Lary shows how Dostoevsky’s notions of

fantastic realism, a lifetime of reading in the classics and the teachings of the

likes of Eikhenbaum and Shklovskii led Kozintsev to his understanding of “the

tragic grotesque collision of dream with reality” that is so well embodied in films

like King Lear, Hamlet and Don Quixote.

Dostoevsky and Soviet Film is completed by appendices on Ivan the Terrible

and Eisenstein’s notes for a “Chapter on Dostoevsky.” It successfully convinces

the reader that the achievements of Soviet film are wider and deeper than previ-

ously imagined. Lary shows us that filmmakers like Shklovsky, Eisenstein and

Kozintsev “significantly imagined Dostoevsky, but in their film writings rather

than in the films they were able to make.” His study is a contribution to our

knowledge of Soviet film and to our understanding of Dostoevsky as a living

source of artistic interpretation.

Jerome H. Katsell Del Mar, California

Victor Terras. The fdiot: An Interpretation. Boston: Twayne, 1990. xii, 106 pp.

The present volume is number 57 of Twayne’s Masterwork Studies, a series

that attempts to provide an engaging reading of a classic work. The format for the

series stipulates a discussion of the work’s influence, historical context, and crit-

ical reception as well as a chronology of the author, sample bibliography, and in-

dex. Tlie choice of Victor Terras as the critic could not be more fortunate.

Terras conforms to the general format of the series by providing the required

discussion of significance, context, and reception, and then adds a close reading

of the text from the vantage point not only of Dostoevsky’s notebooks and corre-

spondence, but also of the opinions of a varying array of critics whose views he

places into focus. The close reading includes an examination of Dostoevsky’s

personal and perhaps auto-biographical presence in the novel, the literary sub-

text, the novel’s composition, the narrator, the psychological, moral, and meta-

physical-religious levels of symbolism and meaning, and finally various novel-

istic devices.

The modest length of the book and the fact that it appears in a classics series

may give the illusion that it is useful only for the novice who knows little either

of Dostoevsky or of The Idiot. Slavists will be pleased, however, to discover that

there are perspectives here even for those who know Dostoevsky well.

One should not look for a raft of new insights here, however. Rather, Terras

assembles representative examples of studies he finds either substantive or

provocative or both, and weaves thereby a broadcloth of perspectives. As a result

Freudian and feminist readings are placed beside traditional sociological read-



262 Dostoevsky Studies

ings. Despite the virtue of Terras’ giving various perspectives their due, one is

nonetheless relieved when Terras himself interjects a bit of clarity, experience,

and literary sensitivity to the discussion, lest all views be considered equal.

Substantial attention is given to Dostoevsky’s desire to state certain points

of view equivocally as well as to his doubts about how successful he actually

was. From this point of view Terras compares The Idiot unfavorably with

Dostoevsky’s other major novels, citing in particular questions about how much
good Prince Myshkin actually does and his validity as a Christ figure. The study

even concludes with the notion that:

It is Prince Myshkin, a Christ figure, who is under relentless attack. It is he

who ultimately seems to have succumbed, while his antagonist Ippolit

appears to stand undefeated to the end. The Christian logic of this is

flawless, as has been pointed out earlier, but artistically this scheme seems

less challenging, and less satisfying than what we so admire in Dostoevsky’s

other works, (p. 92)

Even though Terras notes that the flawless Christian logic has been pointed out

earlier in the book, it may be said that Dostoevsky’s peculiar Christian reading is

not given preeminence in this interpretation, likely in the name of a balanced crit-

ical reading. Terras’ contention that Dostoevsky’s work should be viewed in such

a Christian context becomes thereby somewhat blurred. Without that stated em-

phasis the novel’s characters and scenes are less vivid and dramatic tensions

wane. The concluding words remove some of the glimmer from the Masterwork.

This volume deserves to be read and to be placed on the shelf with our other

Dostoevsky materials. As always, Victor Terras has made a contribution.

Richard Chappie Florida State University

Judith Gunn. Dostoevsky: Dreamer and Prophet. London: Lion Publishing, 1990.

175 pp. 5.99 (paper).

A former researcher for the BBC, Judith Gunn brings no training as a Slavist

to her study of Dostoevsky. Indeed, for the specialist the book holds little value,

though this is not to say that it is without merit. Dostoevsky: Dreamer and

Prophet is ostensibly a literary biography. The strength of the study is its rela-

tive brevity and its readability. This work could, therefore, be of value in either an

undergraduate Dostoevsky course or as a reference in a nineteenth century survey

course.

As a study, Dostoevsky: Dreamer and Prophet cannot begin to replace more

thorough and scholarly literary biographies of Dostoevsky which are available in

English such as those of Geir Kjetsa {Fyodor Dostoevsky: A Writer’s Life) or

Joseph Frank’s multi-volume study. However, Gunn’s book because of its less in-
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timidating size and price may be a more realistic choice for inclusion in textbook

selection.

Gunn avoids much direct reading or interpretation of Dostoevsky’s texts,

choosing instead to concentrate on the life circumstances which accompanied

their production. When she does venture into the arena of critical reading, her

opinions are most frequently drawn from previous readers such as Frank, Ronald

Hingley, or Leonid Grossman. The majority of the work rests on such safe ground.

As a result, few readers previously familiar with Dostoevsky’s life or work will

find anything new, while the uninitiated will receive a fairly solid introduction to

the facts of the author’s life and work.

There are no considerable factual errors in Gunn’s presentation. The only

caution necessary to issue is that due to the condensed size of the work several re-

lationships are overly simplified. The young Dostoevsky’s relationship with

Belinskii is a case in point. None of the complexity in regard to cultural or psy-

chological interaction that one might find in lengthier studies is present.

Gunn’s bibliography is extremely limited and contains no Russian sources.

This obviously restricts the complexity of several of her arguments, though her

English sources are among the best. There is scant use of secondary critical litera-

ture, though again the few sources listed would be excellent starting points for

undergraduates seeking an initial exposure to the scholarly discussion of

Dostoevsky’s works.

Dostoevsky: Dreamer and Prophet is not a book for Russian literary special-

ists. It could, however, conceivably provide a valuable resource for the teacher of

introductory courses on either Dostoevsky or nineteenth-century Russian litera-

ture.

John M. Ellison University ofNorth Carolina-Chapel Hill
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Dostoevsky Studies, 1, No. 2 (1993), 267-72.

THE EIGHTH INTERNATIONAL SYMPOSIUM

The Eighth International Dostoevsky Symposium was held in Oslo, Norway,

July 29 - August 2, 1992 at the Blindem Campus of the University of Oslo. The

Symposium was organized by the Vice-President of the International Dostoevsky

Society, Geir Kjetsaa (University of Oslo) and IDS Executive Secretary Erik

Egeberg (University of Troms0).

The University Rector placed two auditoria in the University of Oslo’s

Sophus Bugge’s Building at the Symposium’s disposal for its first three days.

The last two days saw sessions held at the PAN Conference Center, located near a

beautiful lake on the outskirts of Oslo.

Scholars from twenty-two countries came to Oslo. While there were many

Norwegian and American scholars present, the number of Dostoevsky scholars

from France and Germany had regrettably diminished. Unfortunately the promi-

nent scholars Michel Cadot, Jacques Catteau, Reinhard Lauth, Robert Louis

Jackson, and Rev. Dmitri Grigorieff were absent from the Symposium. Professors

Cadot and Jackson were past presidents of IDS, Jackson from 1977 to 1983 and

Cadot from 1983 to 1989. One pleasant note for longtime IDS members was the

presence of several outstanding scholars who were absent from Ljubljana:

Professor Nils Âke Nilsson, the first IDS President; Jostein Bprtnes from Bergen;

Irene Zohrab from New Zealand; Nina Kau6iävili, the organizer of the unforget-

table Fourth Symposium in Bergamo, Italy in 1980; and Malcolm V. Jones, orga-

nizer of the Sixth Symposium in Nottingham, England in 1986.

Thanks to the efforts of Professor Geir Kjetsaa, the Symposium was spon-

sored by Their Royal Highnesses King Harald V and Queen Sonja. The generosity

of this royal subsidy made it possible for the organizers to invite prominent

scholars from St. Petersburg and Moscow, as well as Poland, Hungary, Romania

and Croatia.

Among the Russian participants in the Oslo Symposium were five who had

attended the 1989 Symposium in Ljubljana, including IDS Honorary President

Academician Georgii M. Fridlender, Russian IDS Representative Professor

Vladimir A. Tunimanov, Russian Dostoevsky Society board members Ludmila

Saraskina and Igor Volgin, and Vladimir Zakharov from Petrozavodsk. Joining

them were Dmitrii A. Dostoevskii and Valentina E. Vetlovskaia from the St.

Petersburg Institute of Russian Literature (Pushkin House).

There were also a few scholars who had recently joined the IDS and were at-

tending their first symposium — Jerzy Farino from Poland, Alexander Renanskii

from Belarus (White Ruthenia), and Peter Torop from Estonia.

The absence of Bela N. Rybalko, director of the Dostoevsky Museum in St.

Petersburg and Vera I. Bogdanova, director of the Dostoevsky House-Museum in

Staraia Russa was regrettable. Every year, Rybalko and Bogdanova organize spe-

cial conferences — “Dostoevskiie Chteniia” in November (St. Petersburg) and
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M;iy (Stiiraio Riissa) — and t ould have provided the Oslo audience with valuable

infurmatioii about their activilies and the state of Dostoevsky research in Russia.

Looking over the participants at the seven previous symposia (Bad Ems,

Germany, 7; Si. Wolfgang, Austria, 1974; Rungstedgaard, Denmark, 1977;

Bergamo, Italy, 1980; C’erisy-la-Salle, France, 1983; Nottingham, England, 1986;

Ljubljana, Yugoslavia j.Slovenia], 1989), the devastating effects of time are obvi-

ous: many of the outstanding Dostoevsky scholars who had actively participated

in the life of IDS left us forever. In just a three-year interval between Ljubljana

and Oslo, the IDS lost many founding niembers of the Society: Dominique Arban

from France (June 1991), Prince Aléxis N. Guedroitz, Belgium (Febuary 1992),

Nikolai Polioratsky, USA (October 1990), and Nikolai V. Pervushin of Canada,

who passed away in June 1993. The IDS will always be grateful to them for having

honored the Society by their support and participation in its activities.

On Wednesday, July 29, the Eighth Dostoevsky Symposium was opened at

Auditorium I, Sophus Bugge’s Building, by Professor Geir Kjetsaa, chairman of

the Organizing Committee. The Inaugural Address was delivered by Professor

Inge Lonning, rector of the University of Oslo. Professor Rudolf Neuhäuser,

President of the of the IDS, dedicated his opening speech to a review of

Dostoevsky studies — “Highways and Byways.” At 15:(, the first session look

place in the same spacious auditorium.

The program of the Eighth Symposium was based on a free choice of topics

by the participants. Nevertheless, sessions were grouped thematically whenever

possible. These included “Dostoevsky in Norway,” “Dostoevsky and Modem
Religious and Philosophical Thought,” “Dostoevsky in the Theater, Music and

the Arts,” and “Dostoevsky Today.” Three papers written on the story “The Eternal

Husband” were delivered at a successful special panel by Kroo Katalin (Hungary),

Malcolm V. Jones (England), and Nina Perlina (USA). Fourteen other sessions

were titled “Dostoevsky’s Poetics ,” which did not always reflect the real content

of the papers read at these sessions.

Due to the short duration of the Symposium — four and a half working days

rather than the six or seven days programmed for previous symposia — and a

great number of papers accepted, the organizers had to operate with parallel ses-

sions on Thursday afternoon and all day Friday. The inconvenience of parallel

sessions is obvious: members could attend only the half of the sessions and the

possibility of exchangimg a wide variety of opinions was diminished.

It should be mentioned that the organizers did their best to compensate the

participants of the Eighth Symposium for that inconvenience, and to provide

some opportunity for them to meet each other at a single place. Thanks to the

generous financial support received by Professor Geir Kjetsaa and the hospitality

of the University, free lunches and coffee breaks at Frederikke on the Blindem

campus were offered to all participants.

There were 62 papers read at the Eighth Symposium. Only a few can be men-

tioned here, while many are expected to be published in upcoming issues of

Dostoevsky Studies, which resumed its publication as “New Series” in December

1992.
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The first session of the symposium was dedicated to the relationship be-

tween the two greatest Norwegian writers and Dostoevsky. Academician Georgii

M. Fridlender (from St. Petersburg Pushkin House of the Russian Academy of

Sciences) spoke about common problems which occupied Dostoevsky and the

playwright Henrik Ibsen, who were contemporaries. Professor Fridlender showed

how, even in the era of Positivismus and Naturalismus, both writers nevertheless

combined in their works the Actual and the Eternal, the Realistic and the

Symbolic.

Professor Nils Nilsson of the University of Stockholm, who was the first

IDS President from its creation in 1971 until 1977, chose another prominent

Norwegian writer, Knut Hamsun, who, like Ibsen, was very popular in Russia.

Professor Nilsson reminded the audience that the outstanding Danish critic Georg

Brandes (who visited Russia in 1887 and with his “Russian Impressions” con-

tributed greatly to the popularization of Russian literature in Scandinavia) con-

sidered Knut Hamsun’s novels to be typologically similar to those of

Dostoevsky. However, Professor Nilsson noted that the issue of Dostoevsky’s

“influence” on Hamsun is a rather complex problem, espiecially if one analyzes

not only the story “Starvation” (Golod, 1890), but particularly the novel

Mysteria (1892, translated in Russian as Misterii in 1910).

Another very successful session involved tw'o prominent scholars, longtime

IDS members Professor Victor Terras (Brown University, USA) and Professor Sven

Linnér (Stockholm, Sweden). The scholars contrasted their views on whether

Dostoevsky was, as Linnér believed, a realist, or as Terras claimed, a romantic.

Linnér referred to Dostoevsky’s statement that he had “entirely different notions

of reality and realism than other realists and critics,” and that “my idealism is

more real than their realism,” as well as other statements supporting his proposi-

tion.

Terras responded by pointing out the presence of realistic features in

Dostoevsky’s poetics but offered that the terms “romantic realist” and

“transcendental realist” more aptly applied to Dostoevsky. In addition. Terras

also enumerated a few fonnaJ traits which he considers to be romantic, including

the presence of a subtext as well as of an “alien voice” (the Bible, classics of

world literature, and so on). He also mentioned the basic principles of Romantic

poetics which dominate Dostoevsky’s writing: idealism, symbolism, historism,

individualism, and intuitivism. This dialogic session should set an example for

future symposia, whose main goals remain providing opportunities for discus-

sion of opposing or controversial views, thus helping to revise established be-

liefs which frequently become obsolete with modem research and the discovery

of new factual materials.

There were several comparative papers: Puskin and Dostoevsky (Gary

Rosenshield), Bunin and Dostoevsky (Vladimir Tunimanov — An extended ver-

sion of this paper had already been published in Russkaia literature (St.

Petersburg], No. 3 [1992], pp. 55-73), Claudel and Dostoevsky (Sophie Ollivier),

Nabokov on Dostoevsky (Ludmila Saraskina), Grigorii Landau on Dostoevsky

(Louis Alain), Dostoevsky and Chemyshevskian Aesthetics (Robert Belknap),
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Dostoevsky and Turgenev (Charles Moser), Dostoevsky and Gogol’ (Alexander

Levitsky), Thomas Mann and Dostoevsky (Roman Struc), Andrei Bitov and

Dostoevsky (Ellen Chances), and many others. A special analysis of the multiple

approach to utopie paradise in connection with Dostoevsky’s story “The D.'^am

of a Ridiculous Man” was done by Professor Rudolf Neuhäuser.

A very valuable set of four papers was presented on Dostoevsky’s religious

ideas: Nina Kau6i$vili (Italy) spoke on the role of the Bible in the Dostoevsky

oeuvre; Vladimir Zakharov (Russia) on the symbolic meaning of the Christian

calendar in Dostoevsky’s works; Valentina Vctlovskaia (Russia) offered in her

paper “Religious ideas of the young Dostoevsky,” a new opinion on

Dostoevsky’s attitude toward the theories of Charles Fourier; Roger Anderson

(USA), President of the North American Dostoevsky Society, gave an innovative

analysis of the religious allegory expressed in two major scenes in Crime and

Punishment — the hiding by Raskol’nikov of pawnbroker’s jewelry under a stone

and his kneeling at the Hay Market — viewed as parts of a dyptich icon.

Professor Richard Peace’s paper on “Skvernyi Anecdot” and “Krokodil,”

connected certain features of Russian life in the 1860s with ideological search in

modem Russia. Two brilliant papers on The Idiot were read by Joslein Bprtnes

(Norway) on the “Poetics of Emptiness” in that novel, and by Irina Kirillova

(England) on “Foolishness (iurodstvo) for Christ’s sake and its parody in the

figure of Prince Myshkin.”

Four papers were devoted to a close reading of Dostoevsky’s texts in regard

to the language of the characters, as well as a nonverbal expression of their indi-

viduality. This type of analysis seems to be long overdue and needs further re-

search and investigation. Professor Audun J. Morch (Norway) spoke on “The

Revolutionary with a Speech Defect: A Common Trait Originated from

Dostoevsky’s The Devils"-, Rosanna Casari (Italy) read the paper “Kniaz Myshkin

glazami kuptsa Parfena Rogozhina”; Nadine Natov (USA) analyzed particularities

of Dmitrii Karamazov’s rethoric, gestures and movements; and Kristin Eikeland

(Norway) investigated the rhetoric of the three stories told by Father Zosima as

means of depicting his personality.

Many other valuable papers need attention in a detailed discussion, which

can be done when these papers are published in full. We can mention here Erik

Egeberg’s (Norway) paper “Dostoevsky on the Way to the Great Novels,” based on

the story “The Uncle’s Dream”; Birgit Harres’ (Germany) paper “The Renewal of

Man: On Poetic Anthropology in Dostoevsky’s Major Novel”; Irene Zohtab (New

Zealand) spoke on “Dostoevsky and Protestantism”; Jerzy Farino (Poland) and

Alexander Renansky (Belarus’) interpreted two episodes from The Brothers

Karamazov, Farino spoke on “Chaepitie v traktire ‘Stolichnyi gorod’: Ob odnom

mifologizme Brat’ev Karamazovych,” and Rehansky analyzed “Scandal scene as a

form of psychodrama,” while Gianpiero Piretto (Italy) discussed Dostoevsky’s

use of “The Crowd as Artistic Device.” Two papers discussed the problems of ill-

ness and epilepsy ( Roman S. Struc and Halfdan KienilO. a subject which was in-

tensively treated at the Ljubljana Symposium during a special panel with partici-
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pation of Horst-Jiirgen Gerigk, Caryl Emerson, Halfdan Kierulf, and Nathan

Rosen.

The IDS is an independent voluntary organization. Therefore, every three

years, at the usual international symposium, the most important questions of its

activities have been discussed and, usually, solved. Many acute organizational

problems were put forward during two Oslo meetings; one — on July 29 — of the

members of the Organizing Committee, Program Committee, and the IDS

Executive Council with National Representatives; another — on July 31 —the

General Assembly - me IDS Business Meeting.

One of the major problems was the publication of the IDS Journal Dostoevsky

Studies. The last issue — No. 9 — was published in 1989, and partly distributed

during the Ljubljana Symposium.

The projected nos. 10 and 11 did not come out because of financial difficul-

ties and the inability of assistant editor Professor Alexander Skaza to continue

publication of the journal in Ljubljana. Consequently, papers read at Ljubljana

Symposium have been published by the Astra Press. The Editor-in-Chief,

Professor Rudolf Neuhäuser, announced that he will be unable to continue his ed-

itorial work. Professor Gene Fitzgerald, from the University of Utah, the Executive

Secretary of the North American Dostoevsky Society (which was created in 1970),

was asked to assume the position of DS editor. He agreed to take care of a new se-

ries of Dostoevsky Studies in cooperation with the US publisher. Professor

Charles Schlacks, Jr.

The next important topic discussed was the site of the next. Ninth, IDS

Symposium. Two proposals were made: Professor Andrzej Lazari proposed Lödz;

Professor Rudolf Neuhäuser, who was unanimously re-affirmed as the IDS

President for a second term, proposed Austria — Klagenfurt or a special confer-

ence site near Vienna. The latter proposal was gladly approved by the partici-

pants, who value the traditional arrangement to hold IDS Symposia in a smaller

place in order to facilitate communication and the exchange of scholarly material.

The Eighth Symposium was closed on Sunday, August 2, by Academician

and Honorary President of the IDS Georgii M. Fridlender who spoke on the past

and future activities of the IDS and on new publications planned by the St.

Petersburg Institute of Russian Literature.

On Saturday, August 1, after two morning sessions at PAN Conference Center

and a lunch, buses took the Symposium participants for excursions to

Holmenkollen, the famous ski-jump center, the Viking Ship Museums, and fi-

nally to the Munch Museum. There a piano recital was offered by one of the lead-

ing Norwegian pianists, Jens Harald Bratlie, who played selections by

Rachmaninov, Grieg and two other Norwegian composers.

A very valuable paper read by Martin Nag on Friday, July 31, should be men-

tioned here in connection with the visit to Munch Museum, which contains a

unique collection of Edvard Munch paintings and drawings. Nag spoke about the

interest Edvard Munch, the greatest Norwegian painter, showed in Dostoevsky's

works. Munch was especially fascinated by the novel Prince Myshkin (The Idiot)

and created paintings and portraits inspired by White Nights, “The Gentle
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Crealiirc” (Kroikaiii) and The Player. The publication of Martin Nag’s paper would

do a great service to all Dostoevsky scholars: it contains much new information

about the artistic inspiration provided by the Russian writer to the Norwegian

painter, whose wonderful paintings, included his majestic Sun, the participants

admired in the museum. It also would bring them back- the time when they en-

joyed the hospitality of the University of Oslo and of their Norwegian colleagues.

From the Munch Museum the buses brought the participants to the Oslo

Russian Orthodox Church - Majorstuen Kirke, where the traditional Memorial

Service for Fedor Dosloevsky was celebrated.

On Sunday, August 2, after the last session at PAN, “Dostoevsky Today,’’

when three papers were read by Ellen Chances (USA), Milan DjurCinov

(Macedonia), and Andrzej Lazari (Poland), and the concluding word by the

Academician Georgii M. Fridlender, a few participants departed. The majority

stayed for another day and, after lunch, visited the Oslo National Gallery, upon

the initiative of Professor Erik Egeberg. After the closing of the Gallery. Professor

Egeberg took a group of participants, headed by Professor Georgii Mikhailovich,

for a walk to the impressive Rädhus, Oslo’s City Hall, and the ancient fortress of

Akershus with a majestic view on the harbor and the city.

Nadine Nalov

Vice-President of the IDS

Professor Emerita

The George Washington University

Washington, D.C., USA
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